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PREFACE

This report presents statistics on the extent to which infants born in the first three
months of 1950 were enumerated in the Seventeenth Decennial Census of the population of
the United States, conducted as of Aprill, 1950, and on reasons for the missing of infants,
by characteristics of the infant and its parents. This study was undertaken with the co-
operation of the National Office of Vital Statistics, Public Health Service, Federal Security
Agency, and of the State registrars of vital statistics.

Provision for the Seventeenth Decennial Census was made in the act providing for
the Fifteenth and subsequent decennial censuses, approved June 18, 1929, as amended. In
addition to the basic publications and special reports of the 1950 Censuses of Population,
Housing, and Agriculture, there will be a number of procedural studies which make avail-
able special information on how these censuses were taken, and on the quality of the re-
sults. These studies, of which this report is one, are being issued separately as a
numbered series, ‘‘Procedural Studies of the 1950 Censuses."’

The data in this report are based on tabulations of data from birth records, census
records, and returns from a special mail inquiry. Most of the materials are from a com-
plete count, but some are based on samples.

The materials presented here were prepared under the supervision of Howard G.
Brunsman, Chief, Population ‘and Housing Division, and Dr. Henry S. Shryock, Jr.,
Assigtant Chief for Population Statistics, with the assistance of Edwin D. Goldfield,
Program Coordinator. They were prepared by Wilson H. Grabill, Chief, Fertility Sta-
tistics Unit, and Calvin L, Beale, under the general direction of Dr. Paul C. Glick, Chief,
Social Statistics Section. The compilation of the statistics was under the direction of
Robert B. Voight, Assistant Chief for Operations, assisted by Lawrence A, Marzetti and
Morton A. Meyer. Sampling procedures were under the direction of Joseph Steinberg,
Chief, Statistical Sampling Section, assisted by Joseph Waksberg. The technical editorial
work and planning were under the supervision of Mildred M. Russell, assisted by Dorothy M.
Belzer. ‘ :

The collection of Infant Cards was under the supervision of Lowell T. Galt, then
Chief, Field Division. The collection of birth records and the matching of Infant Cards
and birth records were performed by the National Office of Vital Statistics of the Public
Health Service, Federal Security Agency, Dr. Halbert L., Dunn, Chief, under the super-
vigion of Sam Shapiro, Chief, Natality Analysis Branch, and Joseph Schachter. The
mechanical matching operation and tabulations of matched records were under the super-
vision of Howard West, Chief, Statistical Processing Branch,and Sidney Binder, Assistant
Chief. The identification of enumeration districts for the searching of 1950 Census popu-
lation schedules was under the supervision of Clarence E. Batschelet, Chief, Geography
Division, Bureau of the Census; and tabulations of unmatched birth records were made by
the Bureau of the Census under the supervision of C. F. Van Aken, Chief, Machine Tabu-
lation Division. :

April 1953.
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U. S. Census of Population, 1950
Vol, ‘
I Number of Inhabitants (comprising Series P—A bulletins)
IT Characteristics of the Population (comprising Series P-A, P-B, and P-C bulletins)

III Census Tract Statistics (comprising Series P-D bulletins)

IV Special Reports (comprising Series P-E bulletins):
Employment Characteristics, Marital Status, Institutional Population, Nativity and
Parentage, Nonwhite Population by Race, Persons of Spanish Surname, Puerto Ricans in
Continental United States, State of Birth, Characteristics by Size of Place, Education, etc.

U.S. Census of Agriculture, 1950

Vol.

I Counties and State Economic Areas (in 34 parts)

II Agriculture Statistics by Subjects for States, for Geographic Divisions, and for the United
States

ITI Trrigation of Agricultural Lands
IV Drainage of Agricultural Lands
¥V Special Reports:

Part 1 Horticulture Specialties
2 Multiple Unit Operations
3 Ranking Agricultural Counties
4 Graphic Summary of Land Utilization
" 5 Graphic Summary of Farm Tenure
6 Graphic Summary of the 1950 Census of Agriculture
7 Graphic Summary of Irrigation
8 Farm Mortgage Debt
9 Graphic Summary of Farms by Economic Class and Type
10 Farms and Farm Characteristics by Economic Subregions

U. S. Census of Housing, 1950

Vol.
I General Characteristics (comprising Series H~A bulletins)

11 Nonfarm Housing Characteristics (comprising Series H-B bulletins)
IIY Farm Housing Characteristics

IV Resid‘eni;ia] Financing

V Block Statistics (comprising Series H-E bulletins)

Housing statistics for census tracts are included in Population Series P~D bulletins
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Infant Enumeration Study: 1950

GENERAL

This report presents data primarily onthe com-
pleteness of enumeration in the 1950 Census of infants
born in the first three months of 1950, and on reasons
for missing infants.
mation is given .on the completeness of the census
count for children of various ages, althoughafull dis-
cussion of the census count is beyond the scope of the
present report. Completeness of enumeration, as the
term is used here, pertains to the extent to which
persons have been listed in the census,and disregards
other forms of error. The census count of children
in an age group, on the other hand, is affected not
only by the missing of children in the census but also
by misstatements of age and by the counting of the
same infant at two different addresses. Errors in
reporting of age may sometimes account for much of
the net error in the census count. )

The data on enumeration are based on a check
of birth records against census records and on an
inquiry mailed to parents of infants for a sample of
these birth records for which no matching census
record could at first be found. The address of the
infant at the time of the census was obtained through
the mail inquiry, and this provided the basis for
making a more thorough check of census records than
could be made on the basis of the address given on
birth records. Possible reasons for the missing of
infants in the census were also obtained through the
mail inquiry. Excluded from the data oncompleteness
of enumeration (except in table B)are infants who died
before April 1, 1950, illegitimate infants insofar as
identified from birth records, and infants born in a
State which was not the usual residence of the mother.

The limited information given on the accuracy
of the census count for children of various ages is
based on comparisons of the census count with the
number expected from statistics of births, deaths,
and net migration. (See section on ‘‘Related
materials."")

Statistics are presented on the completeness of

enumeration of infants for States, urban and rural, by
color, and for regions by race and month of birth of
infant, age and education of mother, and the major
occupation group of the father. Since part of the data
. are based on a sample, the results are subject to
sampling variability as explained in the section on
‘‘Reliability of sample data.’’ This section also con-
tains a descriptionn of the sample, which varied from
area to area.

The Infant Enumeration Study was undertaken to
provide information that mightleadto better enumera~_
tion of young children infuture censuses and to provide

To add perspective, some infor- .

a basis for estimating the extent of error in 1950.
Although it was necessary to restrict the study to
infants born in the first three months of 1950, some of
the patterns of differential completeness of enumera-
tion by urban-rural residence, etc., maybe applicable
to older infants.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

About 96.4 percént of infants born in the first
three months of 1950 were enumerated in the 1950
Census, according to the check of birth records against
census records. This figure includes 1.3 percent for
whom birth records indicated that the infants were
born in the period but who were enumerated as born
before 1950. These figures are exclusive of infants
whose birth records indicated that they were ille-
gitimate or were born in aState other than the State of
usual residence of the mother. It is estimated that,
if there had been no such exclusions, the percentage
enimerated would "have been about 95.9 percent.
(See section on ‘‘Coverage.’’)

These figures answer the question, ‘'‘How ac-
curate is the census enumeration of infants ?'’ which
is not the same as ‘'How complete isthe census count
of infants?'' The accuracy of the census count of in-
fants born in the first three months of 1950, including
illegitimate infants and infants born in a State which
was not the usual residence of the mother, is esti-
mated to be 95.1 percent. (See table A.)

Among the regions, the North Central Region
had about the highest percentage of infants enumerated
(97.8) and the South the lowest (94.7). Among the
States; Ohio and Connecticut led with 98,3 percent
and New Mexico was last with 91.0 percent. Thirty-
four of the States had percentages of 95.0 or better.
The completeness of enumeration was about the same
for ‘the urban and rural-nonfarm population (96.8
percent and 96.7 percent, respectively) but was lower
for the rural-farm population (94.7 percent). White
infants were more completely enumerated than non=
white, the figures being 97.1 percent and 91.4 percent,
respectively. There was no evidence of any real dif-
ference in the enumeration of boys and girls.

By month of birth, there was -a very slight
tendency for less complete enumeration of the oldest
infants studied--those born in January--than of those
born in February and March. By order of birth, the
pattern was one of less complete enumeration at the
extreme orders, with firstbirths and tenth-or-higher-
order births having been less completely enumerated
than the intermediate birth orders. These compari-
sons may reflect unsettled living arrangements among

1



2 INFANT ENUMERATION STUDY

some recent parents of a first child and among some
very large families.

By age of mother, infants of mothers under 25
years old tended to be less completely enumerated
than infants of older mothers. By education of mother,
infants of mothers who had completed less than 7
years of grade school were more likely to'be missed
than were infants of mothers with more education.
Infants with fathers whowere inthe armedforces were
relatively more often missed than were infants with
civilian fathers. ‘

In about 82 percent of the 16,045 cases in which
infants were classified as definitely or probably
missed in the census, the parents were also missed.
This 82 percent was distributed as follows: (a) About
20 percent of the families of missed infants were ab-
sent from home or moved during the enumeration
period; (b) about 55 percent of the missedinfants were
not counted lLecause the enumerators overlooked
some obscure dwellings,
dwelling units in a structure, or listed some occupied
dwelling units as ‘‘vacant’’; (c) still another 8 percent
. resulted from failure of relatives or nonrelatives to
report the parents and the infant who were staying with
them, probably because the enumerator did not ask
specifically about people who were living temporarily
in the dwelling unit.

In the 18 percent of cases where the parents
were enumerated but the infant was missed, the
reasons given for the oversight included: (a) A
neighbor gave incomplete information; (b) the family
did not think infants were to be reported; and (c)
infant ‘died between April 1 and the time of the
census enumeration. In only dbout 5 percent of the
cases did the family forget to report the infant or
think infants were not to. be reported.

The proportion of cases in which the entire
family was also missed if the child was missed was
high in each of the several categories into which the
relatively small number (16,045} of missed infants
was subdivided. The infants were classified by urban
and rural residence, by region of residence, by color,
by age of mother, by educational attainment of
mother, or by major occupation group of father. In
rural areas and among whites, the tendency for the
entire family to be missed if the infant was missed
was especially pronounced. For rural areas, the
greater difficulty of finding some dwelling units may
have tended to increase somewhat the relative pro-
portion of cases in which the family was missed.
Probably nonwhite households failed more often than
white households to report infants.

.1 The figure, 82 percent, may seem surprisingly
large. It is possible that its size may be due in part
10 errors arising from procedural problems inherent in
the searching operation, such as discrepancies with
respect to the spelling of names, etc., between birth
records and census records; but it seems unlikely that
these problems could have introduced verymany failures
+o match. In urban areas, where more precise addresses
were given, it was possible to narrow the search of
census records and hence toestablish with greater con-
fidence whether or not the parents of the infant were
missed. Despite this fact, the proportion of cases in

- which meither the infant mor the parents was found was
also high din urban areas (79 percent ).

failed . to enumerate all

RELATED MATERIALS

There is interest in the completeness of enum-
eration and in the accuracy of the census count for
persons of every age. Some of the materials avail-
able are severely limited in scope (such as the re-
striction of the Infant Enumeration Study to infants
born in the first three months of 1950); furthermore,
some are subject to sizable sampling variability
{as in the case of the Post-Enumeration Survey); all
are subject to possible biases; and some measure
net error in the census count without indicating how
it arises (as illustrated by comparisons of the census
count with the number expected from births, deaths,
and net migration). The various types of limited
data, of which the Infant Study is one, can be considered
together for an approximate evaluationof the problem.
An exhaustive analysis of this kind is beyond the
scope of the present report. For the benefit of those
readers who may wish to explore the field, several

‘sources of related materials are described below:

Reports of earlier censuses.--From time to
time the Bureau of the Census has prepared reports
which contained materials on the completeness of
the count of young children. These were based on
such evidence as the following: (a) The population
enumerated as under 5 years old in one census was
less than the number enumerated as 10 to 14 years
old in a census taken 10 years later, with allowance
for deaths and migration in the interval; (b) the pop-
ulation enumerated as under one year old and as one
year old was sometimes less than the number enum-
erated at ages 2, 3, and 4 years, despite little change
or an increase in the annual number of births; (c)
there seemed to be a tendency to report infants
almost a year old as one year old since few were
reported as 10 and 11 months of age in some censuses;
and (d) the child population enumerated was less than
the number expected from births, deaths, and net
migration. An example of materials in reports of
earlier Federal censuses on the subject appears in
Special Reports of the Census Office, Twelfth Census:

1900, Supplemental Analysis, pp- 139-143.

From 1870 to 1900 some of the census officials
thought net overstatements of age might be the major
factor in the apparent undercount of infants, whereas
later -writers were inclined to ascribe the undercount
mainly to underenumeration. Estimates of the com-
pleteness of the count of children under 5 years old
by States in 1940, based on comparisons of census
data with vital statistics, appear in U. S. Bureau of
the Census, U. S. Census of Population: 1940,
Differential Fertility, 1940 and 1910--Standardized
Fertility Rates and Reproduction Rates, Appendix A,
pp- 32 and 33. This source also gives estimates for
1910, computed by a different method.

Independent estimates of the completeness of the
census count.--Table A presents estimates of the
completeness of the census count for children of
various ages. This table compares the count with the
number expected from statistics of births, deaths, and
net migration. '

In the data for the expected population in table
A, allowance has been made for underregistration of

. births and of deaths for children in the first year of

life. This adjustment and the statistics on births,
deaths, and net migration are subject to some error;
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so also is the estimate of the census count for
infants born in the first three months of 1950, which
was based on Infant Cards and on an allowance for
the small proportion of infants enumerated in the
census but with no Infant Card filled out.“ The ex-
pected population is computed as of April 1, whereas
the ages of children enumerated in the census are as
of the timie of enumeration; about half of them were
enumerated between April 1 and April 13, the Jthers
later. The implicit assumption is that these errors
are negligible; therefore, the difference between the
census count and the expected population is assumed
to represent the net effect of errors in the census
count, such as missing children, enumerating some
more than once (at different addresses), and mis-
reporting of age. ,

The data in table A include illegitimate children
and children born in a State which was not the usual
residence of the mother, unlike most other tables in
this report. :

The census count of infants under one year old
is only 89 percent of the expected number, whereas
for infants born in the first three months it is about
95 percent. Taken at face value, these estimates in-
dicate. that a considerably smaller proportion of
infants born in the first three months of 1950 than of
those born in the last nine months of 1949 were not
counted at the correct age or were missed in the
census: Information from other sources, however,
suggests that the main reason for the difference may
be the misreporting of age. .

A question sometimes asked is whether the
special fees paid for filling Infant Cards in the
Censuses of 1950 and 1940 mightnothave caused some
enumerators to make anextra effortto enumerate very
young infants and to understate age of infants who were
a little older than required for the Infant Card. In
1940 when Infant Cards were filled out for infants under
4 months old, the count of infants at the adjacent age
of 4 months was particularly deficient as compared
with expectations from statistics of births, deaths, and
net migration. On the other hand, the completeness
of the census count at ages under 4 months was no
better than that at ages between 5 and 9 months. (Of
course, it might have been worse without an Infant
Card.) Also, it appears that the count of children
under 1 year old may have beenless complete in 1940,
when there were Infant Cards, than in 1930, when
there were no Infant Cards. Hence, it is doubtful
whether the Infant Cards improved the completeness
of the census count either of infants in general or of
very young infants in particular.

For more information on errors inthe reporting
of infants born in fhe first three months of 1950, see
section on ‘'Errors in reportmg," and table 14.

Post-Enumeration Survey.-~-A ‘‘post-enumera-
tion survey'’ made by the Bureau of the Census in
connection with the 1950 Census obtained information
on .the completeness of enumeration of persons of
every age, including young children, and also on mis-

2 Enumerators were instructed to flll an Infant Card
for each infant enumerated asborn in the first 3 months
of 1950. See appendix.
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reporting of age. Some of the results have been
published in U. S, Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census
1950, Vol. II, Characteristics of the
Population, Chapter C, U. 8. Summary, and a more
detailed analysis will be published in a forthcoming
special report. This survey was based on a coverage
check in about 3,500 widely distributed small areas,
such as city blocks or parts of rural townships, to see
if all dwelling units inthese areas had been enumerated
in the 1950 Census, and on an intensive interview of
about 22,000 'households in these areas tocheckon the
accuracy of the information originally collected. The
interviewers in the Post-Enumeration Survey, how-
ever, experienced much the same difficulties as the
original census enumerators in locating certain per-
sons, such as those with no fixed place.of residence,
and in determining whether they should be counted in
the area.

The Post-Enumeration Survey did not include
figures on infants born in the first three months of
1950 as a separate group; hence, no direct compari-
son can be made withdatafrom the Infant Enumeration
Study. However, data for children under 5 years old
were obtained from the Post-Enumeration Survey.
The correct count of children under 5 years old in
1950 according to the Post-Enumeration Survey was

-about 16,551,000 as compared with the 1950 Census

count of 16,164,000. The difference is 387,000, or
2.3 percent, and represents the net effect of the fol-
lowing types of errors: the exclusion of 298,000
children who were either enumerated in the wrong
enumeration district or were missed in the 1950
Census; the inclusion of 170,000 children who were not
residents of the enumeration district or were counted
more than once; the exclusion of 472,000 children
who were under 5 years old according to the survey
but were reported inthe census as 5 years old or over;
and the inclusion of 213, 000 childrenreported as under
5 years old in the census, but who were 5 years old or
over according tothe survey. Since the Post-Enumera-
tion Survey is based on a sample, these figures are
subJect to sampling variability. The chances arée 19
in 20 that the net difference of 387,000 cited above
would have been somewhere between 193,000 and
580,000 if the Post-EnumerationSurvey had beenmade
on a complete basis rather than a sample basis. Any
uncontrolled biases, such as the possible incomplete
coverage check, could have an additional effect. De-~
spite the large sampling variability and the possibly
uncontrolled biases, the Post-Enumeration Survey
indicates that misreporting of age plays an important
role in caus:tng errors in the census count of young
children.

The net underenumération of the populatiqn of -
all ages in the 1950 Census was '1.4 percent according

3 A similar conclusion may be drawn from the Canadian
Census . of 1941, .in which census checks of ‘several
thousand census records against birth records indicated
that only about 1 percent of infants under 1 year old
were not enumerated in the census, whereas there was a
net logs of 6.5 percent from misreporting of age; on
the assumption that +the date of birth on the birth

‘record was correct. Canada, Dominion Bureau of Statis-

tics, Eighth Census of Canada, 1941, the Changing Size
of the Family in Capada, Census Monograph No. 1, by
Enid Charles, pp. 263-265, Edmond Cloutier, Ottawa,
1948, : o C
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to the Post-Enumeration Survey, as compared with
0.8 percent for children under 5 years old. Evidence

from other surveys confirms the fact that the prob-

lem of underenumeration is not limited to young
children. In the past many demographers thoughtthat
the problem was most severe among them, but it now
seems best to reserve judgment on this point. The
Post-Enumeration Survey does not give a definitive
answer in this case.

AVAILABILITY OF UNPUBLISHED DATA

Because of the small number of nonwhite persons
in the urban or rural parts of some States, color is
not shown throughout in table 1. The data were tabu-
lated uniformly by color, however. The material shown
for the North and West in tables 3 to 8 is available

separately for the Northeast, North Central, and West
Regions, by urban and rural residence, by color. For
tables 2 to 8, categories of enumeration status based
on birth records not matched by the National Office of
Vital Statistics are available for cases with a mail
inquiry response and those with no mail inquiry re-
sponse; and, for those with a mail inquiry response,
data are available for parents who did claim, and for
those who did not claim, that an enumerator called
on the family or that a neighbor gave information for
the family. The material in tables 10 to 13 was tabu-
lated by color. The tabulated, but unpublished, sta-
tistics can be made available upon request, for the
cost of transcription, consolidation, and any compu-
tation required. Requests for such unpublished
statistics should be addressed to the Director, Bureau
of the Census, Washington 25, D. C.

DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

COVERAGE

As stated above, the study of completeness of
enumeration (the primary objective of the Infant
Enumeration Study) was limited to infants with birth
records indicating that they were born in the first
three months of 1950. It excluded infants who died
hefore April 1, 1950, illegitimate infants insofar as
identifiable from birth records, and infants born in a
State which was not the usual residence of the mother.
Some other exclusions may also be noted, although
they were relatively minor. The birth records used
were, in general, limited to those in the National
Office of Vital Statistics at the time the census sample
of unmatched birth records was drawn. The relatively
few records still in State offices were excluded ex-
cept for some records which were matched after the
selection. of the census sample; as indicated in the
section on enumeration status below, the number of
such cases was usually too small to affect the esti-
mated percentage of infants enumerated. Also ex~-
cluded were birth records for children who were living
abroad at the time of the census, who were residents
of a foreign embassy and not subject to enumeration,
or who, despite the date on the birth record, were not
actually born in the first three months of 1950.

Illegitimate infants and infants born in a State
which was not the usual residence of the mother con-
stituted a sufficiently large proportion of the records
in some areas to affect the estimated percentage of
infants enumerated. Relatively more of the excluded
than of the included infants were missed inthe census
enumeration. For the convenience of those readers
who may wish to allow for this effect, a specidl table
(table B) prepared by the National Office of Vital Sta-
‘tistics is presented below.

In using table B, the reader should bear in mind
that a substantial proportion of the unmatched birth
‘records undoubtedly represent infants who were ac-
tually enumerated on the population schedule but the
‘birth record was not matched because no Infant Card
was filled or because a change inname or in other in-
formation between birth and enumeration prevented
identification. Possibly at least half of the unmatched
birth records for illegitimate infants and infants born
in a State which was not the usual residence of the
mother are for infants actually enumerated in the
census.” This assertion is based on the Bureau's
experience with the follow-up of originally unmatched
birth records for legitimate infants born in a State
which was the usual residence of the mother and on the

assumption that manyillegitimate children were enum-
erated under a different name from that given on the
birth records. If illegitimate infants and infants born
in a State which was not the usual residence of the
mother were included, and if half of the unmatched
records for these infants were assumed to represent
infants actually enumerated, then the estimated per-
centage of infants enumerated in the 1950 Census
would drop from 96.4 percent to 95.9 percent.

Infants without birth records are notrepresented
in the Infant Enumeration Study, except in table A.
Their exclusion affects the accuracy of the estimated
percentage of infants enumerated in the census only if
a different proportion of these infants without birth
records were enumerated than of infants with birth
records and if they formed a sufficiently large pro-
portion of all infants. (There is reasonto believe that
infants without birth records were more frequently
missed in the census than were infants with birth
records.) Some idea of the minor nature of the prob-
lem can be obtained from a study made for the counter -
part problem in the Birth Registration Test of 1940.
This study indicated that infants without census records
have very minor effect on birth-registration com-
pleteness figures above 90 percent.” This conclusion
should apply at least as well tothe Infant Enumeration
Study, since there were relatively fewer infants in
1950 without birth records than infants in 1940 without
census records.

RELATION TO BIRTH REGISTRATION TEST

The Infant Enumeration Study was made in con-
junction with the Birth Registration Test of the National
Office of Vital Statistics.® Preliminary results of the
Birth Registration Test have beenpublished in several

4 Even if so large a proportion, of the illegitimate
infants with unmatched birth records were enumerated,
the proportion of illegitimate infants missed in the
census would still be larger than the proportion of
legitimate infants missed, because relatively more
of the birth records of illegitimate children were
tmm&tched

5 Sam Shapiro, "Estimating Birth Registration C,om-,
pleteness," Journal of the American Statistical Asso-’
ciation, Vol. 45, No. 250, June 1950, pp. 261-264.

A Birth Registration Test was also made in 1940,
but plans for an Infant Enumeration Study in 1940 were
not carried out because of the pressure of other work
following the outbreak of World War II.
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reports.” More detailed findings and methodological
statements will appear in future publications of the
National Office of Vital Statistics, Public Health
Service, Federal Security Agency. Both studies cited
~were for infants born inthe firstthree months of 1950.
Special Infant Cards (Form P-3)filled by enumerators
in the 1950 Census were matched againstbirth records
from the States; matched records represented infants
who were both enumerated in the Federal census and
registered on a State birth certificate. The National
Office of Vital Statistics did most of the matching work,
using personnel sworn in as special agents of the
Bureau of the Census. The two agencies shared the
costs of this operation. :

The National Office of Vital Statistics used all
unmatched Infant Cards to check on underregistration
of births whereas the Bureau of the Census used a
sample of unmatched birth records to checkonunder-
enumeration of infants. The National Office of Vital
Statistics needed information on birth registrationfor
small areas and therefore could not use a sample.

Another difference arose fromthe exclusionfrom
the census study of infants whose birth records indi-
cated that they were illegitimate or that they were born
in a State which was not the usual residence of the
mother. These cases were keptinthe Birth Registra~
tion Test. The Infant Cards used by the National Office
of Vital Statistics did not indicate whether the infant
was illegitimate ' or not, whereas the birth records
which were used by the Bureau of the Census usually
did. The agencies agreed not to write to parents of
illegitimate children. Births occurringinaState which
was not the usual residence of the mother were ex-
cluded from the census study because a stratified
sample of unmatched birth records ina particular State
had to be selected soon afterthe birth records for that
State were processed, so that as many parents as pos~

sible could be reached in the mail inquiry before they

changed their place of residence or forgotany visit by
an enumerator. Since illegitimate births and births in
a State which was nottheusual residence of the mother
were excluded from the census sample of unmatched

birth records, they had to be excluded from matched .

records also to avoid an overstatement of the com-
pleteness of infant enumeration.

ENUMERATION STATUS

Probably most users of tables 1 to 8 will be
chiéfly interested in the ‘‘Adjusted estimate of per-
cent enumerated'’’ shown for each population group.
This estimate, as explained at the end of this section,
combines appropriate proportions of five categories
of enumeration status and represents the overall
percentage of infants enumerated in the 1950 Census.
The five separate categories are indicative of the
quality of the original data, however, and will be
explained first. ‘ ‘

7 Sam Shapiro and Joseph Schachter, "Birth Regis-
tration ' Completeness, 1950," ZPublic Health Reports,
Vol. 67, No. 6, dJune 1952, pp. 513-524., ~ Sam Shapiro
and Jogeph Schachter, "Methodology and Summary Results
of the 1950 Birth Registration Test in the Unilted
States,;" Egtadistica, Vol. 10, No. 37, ' December 1952,

. Pp. 688-699, . : S I :

The five categories of enumeration status used

are:
Definitely enumerated
Probably enumerated
Probablymissed
Definitely missed .
Enumeration status uncertain

Every infant was either enumerated or missedin
the census, but the true status of some infants was not
known, because the population schedules could not be
conclusively searched. The infant's address during the
1950 Census enumeration was neededtolocate the pop~
ulation schedules on which he might be enumerated.
Sometimes the address was unknown and, of course, the
schedules for 150 million peeople could not be examined.
Sometimes the address was so vague that a search
could not be limited to a few enumeration districts, or
to the population schedules for a few thousan'd ]?eop.le.
In other cases the parents® reply to the mail inquiry
gave information which indicated so definitely that the
child was or was not enumerated thatthe cutcome of a
search of the population schedules was almost afore-
gone conclusion. The search was therefore eliminated
and the limited means available were utilized to in~
vestigating other, less certain cases,

The five categories of enumeration status de-
scribe the degree of success in searching the 1950
Census - records and of the information received
from the mail inquirye.

Definitely enumerated.-~The category ‘‘Defi-
nitely enumerated’’ comprises cases where a census
record was found to match a birth record. To
distinguish between data from a complete count and
data from a sample, it is subdivided into (a) birth
records matched with the 1950 Census Infant Cards
and (b) infants found in searches of the population
schedules. The matches with Infant Cards are the
only part of the five categories that has data from
a complete count, ‘

Group a includes about 8,000 matches which

are valid for the Birth Registration Test but which,

in theory, should not have been included in the Infant
Enumeration. Study. These involved birth records
not sent in from the States in time for early matching
efforts but found later when a determined search
was made in State offices to locate birth records
to match remaining Infant Cards. Since only matched
birth records were added in this late stage, their
inclusion tends -to overstate the completeness of
enumeration of infants. Practically, the bias from
this source was usually megligible, and it was much
easier to tabulate all existing punch cards for group
a than to locate and remove the bias-introducing
late matches. Most States had relatively few late
matches and  their inclusion does not affect the
adjusted estimate of the percent enumerated. The
State most affected is Arkansas, and, for this State,

¢ Since some degree of Judgment egtered - imto the
classification of marginal cases, it is eppropriate to
acknowledge thet the terms "definitely enumerated" and
"definitely missed" are somewhat arbitrery. Marginal
cases were relatively infrequent, however. Members of
the professional staff’ who worked with the searching
operation belleve that only -1 to 5 percent of all
classifications were marginal,
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the exclusion of the bias-introducing late matches
would reduce the adjusted estimate of percent enu-
merated from 94.2 to 93.7.

Group b included matches against entries on
the regular population schedules of a sample of birth
records remaining after group a had been matched.
It represented infants definitely enumerated in the
census for whom no Infant Card was filled,

Definite rules for the establishiment of a match
were used in both groups a and b. In general, agree-
ment was required on such things as the names of
the infant and its parents, ages, race, and other
criteria, including, for group b, the address. When
most items  agreed, occasional minor variations
were permitted, such as the spelling of a name as
LODD for LADD or SMITH for SMYTHE or by the
use of diminutives like Betty for Elizabeth,

Probably enumerated.=-The category ‘‘Probably
enumerated’’ comprises cases where the respondent
to the mail inquiry claimed that the infant had been
reported to the enumerator.' Because of budgetary
limitations, no search of the population schedules
was made to _confirm the claim, except in the State
of Delaware,” The Delaware search provided some
basis for an estimate of the proportion of infants
actually enumerated; this estimate was needed to
compute the adjusted percent of infants enumerated.

Supporting an assumption that a substantial
percentage of such infants actually were enumerated
is  the fact that all reports that the child had been
enumerated were unsolicited; that is, the letter did
not ask whether the child had been enumerated. The
form letter sent out indicated that no census record
for the infant had been found and asked for possible
reasons for the missing of the infant in the census.
Some of the respondents not only said that the child
was reported but gave detail which could come only
from a vivid recollection. For example, some men-
tioned that the enumerator listed the child on two
different forms (the basic population schedule and
the Infant Card), or that the enumerator said he was
out. of special forms for infants. A direct ‘question,
such as ‘“*Was your child reported to the enumera-
tor ?'’, might have brought in more reports of enu~-
meratlon.

On the other hand, incorrect reports of the
infant's having been enumerated may have occurred
from faulty memory, from -confusion of the Federal
census with a local school census or some other
survey, from a defensive reaction by people who
might have thought- they were bemg blamed for a
mistake, and from other reasons. It is felt, however,
that the negative aspects were relatively unimportant.
The importance of defensive reactions may be dis-
counted since not over 50 .of the approximately 23,000
letters returned contained any specific indication of
fear or resentment. On balance, it appears that a
high proportion--perhaps nine-tenths--of the infants
classified as ‘‘Probably enumerated" were actually
enumerated. : .

9 In Delaware the claim was substantiated in 51 of
57 cases having an adequate address. The proportion
of correct claims may have varied from this in other
States. :

b

Probably missed.--The category ‘‘Probably
missed'’ arose partly from a curtailment of searching
operations to meet limitations of time and cost and
partly from want of sufficient detail for the address
at the time of the birth. It comprises (a) infants for
whom respondents to the mail inquiry indicated that
the child had died between April 1 and May 31 and
(b) infants for whom the population schedules were
conclusively searched for the address of the parents
as of May 1 (from the mail inquiry) but not for a
different address at the time the infant was born
(from the birth record), without finding the infant
or its parents. An estimate of the proportion of
infants in this category who were actually missed
can be made on the basis of the proportion missed
in similar cdses in other categories where a con-
clusive search of the population schedules was made.
Several hundred of these conclusive searches, widely
distributed. among the States, were made for the
“Definitely enumerated’’ and ‘“‘Definitely missed’’
categories. Among cases where the childdied between
Apnl 1 and May 31, 93 percent were not enumerated
in the census. Among cases where the address of
the parents on May 1 was .different from that at the
time the child was born, 96 percent were not enu-
merated in the census. The infant was enumerated
in the remaining 7 percent and 4 percent of the cases,

respectively. Since the scanty information available

suggested that between 90 and 95 percent of the
cases in question were actually missed, it seemed
reasonable to assume that at least nine-tenths of
infants in the category ‘‘Probably missed’’ were
actually missed.

Definitely missed.~-The category ‘‘Definitely
missed’ comprises infants not found after a con-
clusive search of the population schedules. -This
involved a search for the address on May 1l and also
for the address of usual residence of the mother
at the time of birth of her child, if it was different.
Of course, one address sufficed when the parents
were found at the first address searched and the
response to the mail inquiry indicated that the child
was with the parents throughout April and May. The

search for an address was considered to be con-

clusive when it met one of the following criteria;

Street and specific house number found in the
population schedules.

Proper block or street found but not the house
number,

Block or street not enumerated.

Sufficient number of enumeration districts
searched to cover all reasonable territory
around an indefinite rural address like
‘*North side of Highway 57, 5 miles west
of Hopeville, '’ allowing for some errorin
the distance and for a place well off the
road. ) S

Other  evidence, such as the finding on the
population schedule of persons named in
the mail inquiry for the identification of
the location (such as John Smith farm, 1
mile east of Hopeville, Va.). -

Enumeration status uncertain.--The category
‘*Enumeration status uncertain'’ is a residual classi-
fication for infants not established as definitely
enumerated, probably enumerated, probably missed,
or definitely missed. Infants in this category have in
common the fact that the address at the time of the
census was either unknown or was reported in

i
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insufficient detail to permit a conclusive search of
the population schedules, and there was no claim
that the infant had been enumerated or had died. On
a national basis, 72.5 percent of the category ‘‘Enu-

" meration status uncertain’’ consists of infants for

whom there was no response to the mail inquiry,
usually because the post office was unable to locate
the family at the address given on the birth record.
(The letters were usually returned with notations
such as ‘‘moved and left no address®’ or ‘‘unknown.'’)

Special tabulations were made to approximate
the proportion of infants actually enumerated for the
group classified as ‘‘Enumeration status uncertain.’’
In cases with a mail inquiry response, account was
taken of whether or not the family claimed that an
enumerator had called or a neighbor had given in-
formation. Similar information 'was available for
other categories where the address detail was good

"and the population schedules were searched. It was

then assumed that infants with enumeration status
uncertain were enumerated at a rate nine~tenths
of that for similar cases in other categories.

In cases with no mail inquiry response, a mini-
mum percentage enumerated was obtained from such
searches as had been made of population schedules at
the birth address. (A third of all nonresponse cases
were so searched, and suchinfants as were found to be
enumerated were reclassified as definitely enumer-
ated., When an infant was not found, it might nonetheless
have been enumerated elsewhere or have died or left the
country. The minimum percentage was applied to the
two-thirds of nonresponse cases not searched.) Also, a
maximum percentage enumerated was obtained as the

. percentage definitely or probably enumerated amongall

response cases. It was assumed that the true percentage
for nonresponse cases fell two~thirds of the wayfrom
the minimum percentage to the maximum percentage,

The work was performed separately for the four
regions, urban and rural, by color. It resulted in
estimates of the proportion actually enumerated
among all infants classified as ‘‘enumeration status
uncertain’’ which ranged from .270 for nonwhites in
rural-nonfarm areas of the South to .419 for whites
in rural-farm areas of the North Central States. *°
No corresponding proportions were available by
States, It was assumed that the proportion for a
region could be applied to the corresponding resi-
dence~color part of each State and that State totals
could be obtained by adding the weighted products for
the component residence-color parts of the State.

Adjusted estimate of percent enumerated.--
Tables 1 to 8 also show the ‘‘Adjusted eStimate of
percent enumerated,’”’ which answers the question
‘*“How complete is the census enumeration of infants?"’
This estimate was computed by taking as enumerated
all cases definitely enumerated, nine-tenths of cases
probably enumerated, one-tenth of cases probably
missed, and a proportion of cases with enumeration
status uncertain derived as explained in the preceding
paragraph. The resulting estimate of total infants
enumerated was then expressed as a percentage of
the total birth records.

The error which may result from the arbitrary
proportions applied to the indefinite categories can
readily be determined by modifying thése proportions
for high and low estimates and is then found to be

relatively small. A very high estimate might treat
as enumerated all infants definitely enumerated, all
infants probably enumerated, two-tenths of infants
probably missed, and half of infants with enumeration
status uncertain. These assumptions would result
in a high estimate of 97.0 percent enumerated for
infants in the Nation as a whole, as compared with
the official estimate of 96.4 percent. A very low
estimate ‘might treat as enumerated all infants defi-
nitely enumerated, eight-tenths of infants probably
enumerated, none of the infants probably missed,
and two-~tenths of infants with enumeration status
uncertain, This would result in a low estimate of 96.0
percent enumerated for infants on a national basis.
These assumptions are thought to be rather extreme.
For small areas, such as parts of States, the range
of error may be greater or smaller, depending on
the distribution of the various categories and on the
number of cases involved.

REASONS FOR MISSING INFANTS

In the mail inquiry, parents were asked to give
possible reasons why their child was missed in the
census. Some reasons were listed for their guidance,
and they were asked to.check all that might apply
and to give any additional possibilities that might
occur to them. The questionnaire was accompanied
by a letter indicating that no census record had been
found for the infant and asking for cooperation in
determining why infants are sometimes missed in
censuses.

10 The estimated proportion actually enumerated
among infants with enumeration status uncertain is as

follows, where a value of 1.000 would represent enu-
meration of all infants:
White Nonwhite
United StateSescececence .352 . 294
Urbalesessessaccasanes 2371 .305
Rural nonfalMececsccoee 321 275
Rural farMiseecesesacae 342 . 287
Northeasteesaseasessanas 403 337
Urbaneceeessassansence 416 336
Rural nonfarMieececscss .385 348
Rural f8TMeesececcoces 351 313
North Centraliccscecesse .389 322
Urbanessseecsssscasone 396 .320
Rural nonfarMiceceveses 345 312
Rural falM.icececesones’ 419 369"
SOoUtNeesevseasasennsssne 2335 283
UrbaNeceseasercscansns .362 .286
Rural nonfarMisecesces 299 2270
Rural farMececscsessss 325 .286
Wes’t.--...-...-.....-... 5294 -307
UrbaNsessesnrsserescans .297 .330
Rural nonfarMiseecsces 275 + 248
Rural farMeiecseccacess 312 275

The following values were used when regions were
combined for some tables:

North and Westeeeesoeoonne .357
WhitCeseeesasssosassasas 366
-Nonwhit€.ecesssassscasae 322
Urban‘»t..l.'-l.t-t-inl." 1363
Rural nonfarm.cecacossss 334
Rural farm...ececeesscas .363
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Naturally, the parents were not always aware
of the real reason for missing the infant, and the
possible reasons given were sometimes a matter of
speculation. The tabulations were limited to infants
established as definitely or probably missed. These
were subdivided according to whether the parents
were found to be enumerated on a search of the popu-
lation schedules. However, for infants classified as
probably missed (for whom the population schedules
were not conclusively searched), the following as-
sumptions were made on the enumeration status
of the parents: where the infant died in the enumera~
tion period, the parents were classified as probably
enumerated; where the infant and its parents were
not enumerated at the address claimed at the time
of the census and no search was made for the (differ-
ent) address at the time of birth, the parents were
assumed to have been missed. These assumptions
were made on the basis of the findings on other cases
where conclusive searches were made; they should
have been correct for most cases, :

Some parents gave more than one reason for
the missing of infants or gave an inapplicable reason;
hence, a system of priorities was established for
the selection of a reason to be ascribed. In this
Process, some inapplicable reasons were automati-
cally eliminated and only one of two or more possible
reasons was taken.,

Reasons for missing infants whose parents were
definitely or probably enumerated were selected in
the following sequence:

1, Death of infant in April or May 1950.

‘2. Infant temporarily away from parents in
enumeration period. (Infants permanently away, as in
the case of adoption, were usually not traceable and
hence were usually classified as enumeration status
uncertain.)

3. Informatjon supplied by a neighbor, or
parents had no knowledge of any call by the enumera-
tor. (Someone, presumably a neighbor, did report the
parents since the parents were found on a search
of the population schedules. This selection auto-
matically eliminates reasons such as ‘‘away from
home,” ‘‘living in an obscure place,"’ etc,, that were
offered by parents who knew of no enumeration. It
also means that subsequent selections of reasons
below are all for records where there was a report
by the parents that the household was visited by an
enumerator.)

4. Enumerator said infant was too young to
be counted. (This was really a valid reason only if
the infant was born after April 1, 1950.)

‘5. Family did not think infants were to be
counted.

6. Family forgot infant. (This is the classic
reason hypothesized in past censuses for missing
infants.)

7. Other acceptable reasons. (These include
cases of children born after the enumerator called,
as happened in a few enumeration districts used for
training enumerators before April 1.)

8. No acceptable reason offered. (Usually
either the statement ‘‘don’t know'' or no reason was
offered; rarely did this include irrelevant reasons.)

Reasons for missing infants whose parents were
definitely or probably missed (at least as indicated

- by a search of the schedules for the address as of

May 1) were selected in the following sequence:

1. Living with relatives, with a claim i:hat
an enumerator called or a neighbor gave information.
[When there was a claim that an enumerator called
or a neighbor gave information, usually no reasons
were offered for missing the parents. Relationship
of the infant to the head of the household was ex~
amined in such cases. Where the relationship was a
category other than ‘‘child’’ (son or daughter of head
of household), the presumption was that if an enu-
merator did call, the relatives failed to report the
infant and its parents. Incidentally, relatives were
often listed on the population schedule at the address
given, but neither the parents nor the infant were
listed.]

2. Living with unrelated persomns, with a
claim that an enumerator called or a neighbor gave
informations (The names of the unrelated persons
were usually not known. The specific address was
generally found on a search of population schedules,
and the people living there were apparently unrelated |
to the parents. But they may not have been the people
who failed to report the parents or the infant.)

3. Away from home. (Some respondents may
have checked this box rather than report a move
.during the enumeration period. Most were persons \
still living at the old address given on birth recoxrds,
hence most had not moved.) : :

4, Moved in enumeration period. (The men-
tion of a move was volunteered by the informant. This |
was' not listed as a possible reason in letters sent |
out,)

5. Living in an obscure place. (Respondents
were asked if they had been in a place which might
have been overlooked by the enumerator, such as
a rural home hidden by woods or ina hollow; quarters
over a garage, behind a store, or inan office building;
a trailer; an attic; or a basement, This reason was
frequently given by parents who knew of no enu~
meration but actually were reported by a neighbor,
It is therefore difficult to evaluate.)

6.. Living in a structure c¢ontaining two or
more dwelling units. (Sometimes respondents lived
‘‘upstairs’’ in what looked like a l-family house, or
the enumerator may have missed an obscure apart-
ment or room in a larger building.)

7. No reason given. (Usually respondents
stated ‘*don’t know,'' ‘'not called on,’’ etc., or made
no statement at all, Perhaps most represent cases
where the enumerator failed to find someone at
home and did not return, or otherwise skipped an
obvious place. Searches indicated some rare cases
where one side of a block was missed and more
frequent cases of entries of ‘‘vacant’’ for the ad~
dress. An entry of ‘‘vacant’’ would sometimes enable
an enumerator who was not conscientious to avoid
a callbacke Most searches simply indicated that the |
address was somehow skipped.)
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ERRORS IN REPORTIN G

Errors in the census count of infants arise not
only from missing them but also from misreporting
age and from counting them twice (reporting them
as members of two different households). In table
14, an effort is made to assess the relative impor-
tance of each type of error,
born in the first three months of 1950, in a State which
was the usual residence of the mother. (See also
the section on ‘‘Related materials,'’ which provides
sorne data on the accuracy of the census count for all
infants born in the first three months of 1950 and for
children of various ages.)

The information on errors came from various
sources. Some duplicate enumerations were dis-
covered during processing operations when two or
more Infant Cards for the same infant were found.'!
Most of the errors in reporting age were found in
two ways. If the census enumerator reported an in-
fant as born in January, February, or March 1950
when it was not, the National Office of Vital Statis-
tics usually found the error when it could not match
the Infant Card; sometimes the National Office of
Vital Statistics got the correct date from the parents,
and sometifmes it found a birth record for the child.
If the enumerator reported an infant as not born in
January, February, or March 1950 when it was, the
Bureau of the Census usually found the error when it
took information from the unmatchedbirth records and
- searched the population schedules. Since Infant Cards
were not always filled by enumerators and since
conclusive searches of population schedules were not
always made, allowance had to be made for additional
errors which would thus have been found. ’

URBAN AND RURAL RESIDENCE

The classification of residence as urban or
rural is based on the definition used in the 1940
Census rather than on the definition developed for use

11 Tnfant Cards for visitors imn the household were
not counted as duplicate enumerations for table 1l4.
(In the census, schedules for visitors were checked to
see if the vigitors were also reported at home. If so,
the duplication was eliminated.)

12 Tnfants classified as "Probably enumerated,"
"Probably missed," and as "Enumeration status un-
certain" were assumed to have been enumerated in ac~
cordance with +the proportions ecited in the seection
above on "Enumeration status."  Enumerated infants in
these categories were subdivided into those properly
enumerated as born in the first three months of 1950
and those improperly enumerated as born  at another
time, This grouping was developed from proportions
among infants whose names were located in a search of
the population schedules, This process gave all the
needed estimates for items 1, 2, and 3 of table 1.

For items 4 and 5, counts of rejected Infant Cards
had to be augmented by estimates of additional re-
jections which would bave occurred if an Infant Card
_had been filled for every infant improperly enumerated
as born at a time other -than January, February, oz
March 1950. To get this estimate, the ratio of infants
properly enumerated but with no Infant Card filled to
infants properly enumerated with Infant Cards filled
was applied to dinfants improperly enumerated with
Infant Cards filled.

for legitimate infants.

in the 1950 Census. By the 1940 definition, the urban
population comprises, in general, all c_ities and other
incorporated places having 2,500 inhabitants or more.
Places of this type constituted about 96 percent of'the
urban population in 1940, A second type is limited
to the States of New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and
Rhode Island, in which States it is not the practice
to incorporate as municipalities places of less than
10,000. This type is made up of towns (townships)
in which there is a village or other thickly settled
area having more than 2,500 inhabitants and com-
prising either by itself or when combined with other
villages in the same town more than 50 percent of
the total population of the town. A third type of urban

place is made up of townships and other political

subdivisions (not incorporated as municipalities nor
containing any areas soincorporated)with a total popu-
lation of 10,000 or mmore and a population density of
1,000 or more per square mile. The remainder of the
population is classified as rural and is subdivided
into the rural-farrn population, which comprises all
rural residents living on farms, and the rural-non-
farm population, which comprises the remaining
population.

Preliminary population counts obtained in the
1950 Census or estimates for 1950 were used in the
classification by the 1940 rules. The classification
was made for the address at the time of the census,
if known; otherwise it was made. for the usual ad-
dress of the mother at the time the infant was born.
Where farm or nonfarm residence was not reported,
as in the case of no reply to the mail inquiry, it was
estimated from the address, occupation of the father,
and distributions from other birth records withknown
residence for each State.

The classification of residence as urban or rural
by the 1940 Census definition differs from the one
developed for use in the 1950 Census. The latter
includes as urban not only incorporated places of
2,500 or more but also unincorporated places of this
size and also the thickly built-up territory (or
‘‘urban fringe'') around cities of 50,000 or more; it
also dispenses with places urban by special rule.
The urban population of the United States in 1950 was
96,467,686 by the 1950 rules of classification and
88,927,464 by the 1940 rules. It was more feasible
to use the 1940 Census rules of classification for the
Infant Enumeration Study than to try to determine
whether addresses given in letters from parents
or from birth records were located within the ar-

' bitrary boundaries of unincorporated places or with-

in the urban fringe of a large city.

MONTH OF BIRTH

© The classification in table 4 of infants by month
of birth is based on the birth date as reported in birth
records.

ORDER OF LIVE BIRTH -

The classification in table 5 of infants by order
(first, second, etc.) of live birth is based on entries
in birth records in response to questions on how many
other live births the mother previously had; one was
added to give the order of the current birth.
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RACE AND COLOR

The classification of infants by race and color
is based on birth records. The concept of race is
derived from that which is commonly accepted by
the general public. It does not, therefore, reflect
clear~-cut definitions of biological stock, and several
categories obviously refer to nationalities.

The term ‘‘color’ refers to the division of popu-
lation into two groups, white and nonwhite, The group
designated as ‘‘nonwhite’’ consists of Negroes, Indians,
Japanese, Chinese, and other nonwhite races. Persons
of Mexican birth or ancestry who were not definitely
Indian or of other nonwhite race were classified as
white,

In addition to full-blooded Negroes, the classifi-
cation *‘Negro'® includes persons of mixed white and
Negro parentage and persons of mixed Indian and Negro
parentage unless the Indian blood very definitely pre-
dominates or unless the individual is accepted in the
community as an Indian.

The category ‘‘Other races'' includes Japanese,
Chinese, and other nonwhite races, (Indians are shown
separately in the present report.)

AGE OF MOTHER

The classification of infants by age of mother
is based on birth records and representsthe mother's
age at the time the infant was born. There were no
instructions on how to report age; some probably
reported age at last birthday and some at nearest
birthday.

YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED BY MOTHER

The data on years of school completed were
derived from the combination of answers to twoques-
tions on the Infant Card: (a) ‘‘What is the highest
grade of school that she has attended?'* and (b) ‘‘Did
she finish this grade?’’; and from one question in

letters sent to parents in the sample of birth records

for which no matching Infant Card was found: *‘What
was the highest grade of school that the mother
completed?*’ In the present report, these data are
shown for mothers of infants born in the first three
months of 1950,

The following definitions were supplied only
to enumerators, not to parents. The questions on
educational attainment applied only to progress in
‘*regular’’ schools. Such schools are public, private,
or parochial schools, colleges, universities, or
professional schools, either day or night, full~time
or part-time--that is, those schools where enroll-
ment may lead to an elementary or high school
diploma, or to a college, university, or professional
school degree, Schooling obtained through a corre-
spondence course was counted only if the course was
given by a regular school such as auniversity and the

person received credit thereby in the regular school
system, '

The guestion on highest
0 grade of school attended
?‘alli?d foz." the Iﬁghest grade attended, regardless of
skipped'' or “‘repeated® grades, rather than the

number of full school vyears i
spent in school. y which *"he person had

The question on completion of highest grade
was to be answered ‘‘Yes'' if the person had com-
pleted the full grade. If a person was still attending
school in that grade, had completed only 2 half grade,
or had dropped out of or failed to pass the las‘s
grade attended, the required answer was **No.’
In this report, persons who failed to report on com-=
pletion of the grade were assumed to have finished.,

MAJOR OCCUPATION GROUP OF FATHER

The classification is based on information from
the 1950 Census when birth records were matched
with Infant Cards and on birth records alone when
these were unmatched. The two sources of informa-
tion yield data which may be only roughly comparable
because of differences between concepts used in the
two types of records and differences between enu-
merators, on the one hand, and physicians and attend-
ants, on the other hand, in entering occupation of the
father. The decision to code occupation from 1950
Census records where possible and from birth rec-
ords in remaining cases arose partly from budgetary
limitations and partly from the need for data on
occupation that would be suitable for both the Birth
Registration Test and the Infant Enumeration Study.

In the 1950 Census of Population, information
on occupation was obtained for persons in the ex-

perienced civilian labor force. For an employed per- .

son, the question ‘‘What kind of work was he doing ?"’
referred to the job he had held in the ‘‘census week,"’
or the week preceding the enumerator's visit. If
the person was employed at two or more jobs, the
job at which he worked the greatest number of hours
during this census week was reported. For an ex-
perienced unemployed person, the question referred
to the last job he had held. v

For birth records, information on the usual
occupation of the father was obtained by the person
filling out the form (usually a doctor or a hospital
attendant with no specialized training or instructions
about how to report occupations). For many fathers
the current job apparently was reported. Many fathers
who were experienced unemployed persons reported
the fact of their unemployment instead of their last
occupation. Although students and members of the
armed forces were so reported in some cases, in
others they may have been reported according to
former or anticipated civilian occupations or accord-
ing to the type of work performed in military jobs.
The factor of seasonality of certain types of work
also enters into differences between occupation as
reported in birth records and as reported in census
records, inasmuch as the birth records were filed
during the winter months and the census was taken
in the spring. The birth records and census records,
however, are thought to be sufficiently consistent
to form the basis for rough generalizations about the
relationship between completeness of enumeration
and occupational group.

The Bureau of the Census coded occupation on
both Infant Cards and birth records, by using the oc-
cupational classification system developed for the
1950 Census of Population. This system consists of
469 items, 270 of which are specific occupation
categories; the remainder are subgroupings (mainly
on the basis of industry) of 13 of the occupation
categories. The 469 detailed items are classified
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into 12 major occupation groups. In the present
report, however, the major occupation goups ‘‘Far-
mers and farm managers’® and ‘‘Farm laborers
and foremen’ have been combined into ‘‘Farm
workers,’’ and the major occupation groups ‘‘Serv-
ice workers, except private household'’ and ‘‘Private
household workers®' have been combined into ‘‘Serv-
ice workers, including private household."*

The composition of the 1950 major groups (ex~

cept the ‘‘not reported’ group) is indicated in the |

illustrative list shown below:

Professional, technical, and kindred work-

ers.--Includes Accountants; Actors; Airplane pilots and
nav1'gators; Architects; Artists; Athletes; Auditors;
Authors; Chemists; Chiropractors; Clergymen; Col~
lege presidents, professors, and instructors; Con=
servationists; Dancers; Dentists; Designers; Dieti~
tians; Draftsmen; Editors; Embalmers; Entertainers;
Farm management advisors; Foresters; Funeral
directors; Healers; Home
Judges; Lawyers; Librarians; Musicians; Natural
scientists; Nutritionists; Optometrists; Osteopaths;
Personnel workers; Pharmacists; Photographers;
Physicians; Professional nurses; Radio operators;
Recreation workers; Religious workers; Reporters;

Social scientists; Social workers; Sports instructors

and officials; Student professional nurses; Surgeons;
Surveyors; Teachers; Technical engineers; Thera-
pists; Veterinarians.

Farmers and farm managers,--~Includes ten-
ant farmers and share croppers.

Managers, officials, and proprietors, except

management advisors; -

farm.--Includes Buyers; Building superintendents;
Credit men; Lodge officials; Postmasters; Public
administration officials; Purchasing agents; Railroad
conductors; Ship officers, pilots, pursers, and en-
gineers; Shippers of farm products; Union officials.

Clerical and kindred workers.--Includes
Bank tellers; Bill and account collectors; Bookkeepers;
Cashiers; Dentist's office attendants; Express agents;
Express messengers; Library assistants and attend-
ants; Mail carriers; Messengers; Office boys; Office
machine operators; Physician's office attendants;
Railway mail clerks; Receiving clerks; Secretaries;
Shipping. clerks; Station agents; Stenographers; Tele-
graph messengers; Telegraph operators; Telephone
operators; Ticket agents; Typists.

Sales workers.--Includes Advertising agents
and salesmen; Auctioneers; Demonstrators; Huck-
sters; Insurance agents and brokers; Newsboys;
Peddlers; Real estate agents and brokers; Stock and
bond salesmen.

Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers.--
Includes Annealers; Bakers; Blacksmiths; Boiler-
makers; Bookbinders; Brickmasons; Cabinetmakers;
Carpenters; Cement finishers; Compositors; Concrete
finishers; Coppersmiths; Cranemen; Derrickmen; Die
makers; Die setters; Electricians; Electrotypers;
Engravers; Excavating machinery operators; Forge~
men; Glaziers; Goldsmiths; Grading machinery opera-
tors; Heat treaters; Hoistmen; Lens grinders and
polishers; Lithographers; Locomotive engineers; Lo~
comotive firemen; Log and lumber scalers and:
graders; Loom fixers; Machinists; Mechanics; Metal
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molders; Metal rollers; Metal roll hands; Millers;
Millwrights; Motion picture projectionists; Opticians;
Organ tuners; Painters (construction and mainte~
nance); Paperhangers; Photoengravers; Piano tunerns;
Pipe fitters; Plasterers; Plate printers; Plumbers;

‘Power linemen and servicemen; Printing pressmen;

Road machinery operators; Roofers; Sheet metal work-
ers; Shoemakers, except in factories; Silversmiths;
Slaters; Stationary engineers; Stereotypers; Stone
carvers; Stone cutters; Stonemasons; Structural metal
workers; Tailors; Telegraph and telephone linemen and
servicemen; Tile setters; Tinsmiths; Tool makers;
Typesetters; Upholsterers; Watchmakers; Window
dressers.

Operative and kindred workers.--Includes Ap~
prentices; Asbestos workers; Auto service attendants;
Blasters; Boatmen; Bus conductors and drivers;
Canalmen; Chauffeurs; Deck hands; Deliverymen;
Dressmakers; Dry cleaning operatives; Dyers; Fruit,
nut, and vegetable graders and packers; Furnacemen;
Insulation workers; Laundry operatives; Meat cutters;
Metal filers, grinders, and polishers; Metal heaters;
Milliners; Mine operatives and laborers; Motormen;
Painters (except construction’ -and maintenance);
Parking lot attendants; Photographic process workers;
Powdermen; Power station operators; Railroad brake«-
men and switchmen; Routemen; Sailors; Sawyers;
Seamstresses; Smeltermen; Stationary firemen; Street
railway conductors; Surveying chainmen, rodmen, and
axmen] Taxicab drivers; Textile spinners; Textile
weavers; Tractor drivers; Truck drivers; Welders.

Private household workers.~-Includes house-~
keepers and laundresses in private households,

Service workers, exceptprivate household.--
Includes Attendants and ushers in amusement places;
Bailiffs; Barbers; Bartenders; Beauticians; Boarding
house keepers; Bootblacks; Bridge tenders; Charwom-
en; Cooks, except in private households; Detectives;
Doorkeepers; Elevator operators; Firemen (fire pro-
tection); Fountain workers; Guards; Hospital attend-
ants; Janitors; Lodginghouse keepers; Manicurists;
Marshals; Midwives; Policemen; Porters; Practical

‘nurses; Sextons;Sheriffs;Stewards;Waiters;Watchmen.

Farm laborers and foremen.--Includes both
paid and unpaid family farm laborers, and self-
employed farm service laborers.

Laborers, except farm and mine,-~Includes
Car washers; Fishermen; Garage laborers; Grounds-
keepers; Longshoremen; Oystermen; Raftsmen; Steve-
dores; Teamsters; Woodchoppers.

RELATIONSHIP

Parents were asked in the mail inquiry *‘What
was the relationship of your child to the head of the
household in which it was living on May 1, 19507212

13 The questionnaire did not define +the meaning of
the term "household." . In census reports, however, a
household is defined as all of the persons who occupy
8 house, apartment, or other group of rooms or a room
that constitutes s dwelling unit. Quasi households
such ag the groups of persons in Institutions, hotels,
large rooming houses, and military barracks are not
counted as households. It is thought that most of the
few infants living in guasi households were reported
in the mail response as "not related to household head."
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Table A.-~COMPARISON OF CENSUS COUNT OF CHILDREN UNDER 15 YEARS OLD WITH THE NUMBER EXPECTED FROM
STATISTICS OF BIRTHS, DEATHS, AND NET MIGRATION, BY AGE, FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1950

(In thousands)

. Expected N 2 Difference as .

Age ' Census count number on D%ggeie?ii ' percent of
April 1, 1950% , expected number

(1) (2) (3) ' (4)

Under 5 years...... R ermrecieacesee : 16,164 ; 16,970 806 4.7
UNAEr 1 J@AT e veurraneeenrsoannnan ceee 3,147 © 3,537 390 11.0
Born first 3 months of 1950....... vos 3g1g 860 42 4.9
1 and 2 years....... eeieeeaaan rietuas 6,776 7,117 341 4.8
3and 4 YEATSeev.asiarenans Ceeereiiaees 6,240 : 6,316 76 1.2
5 10 9 years....... eetaeaaa erereeaans cee . 13,200 13,697 497 3.6
10 10 14 FEArSasstverainnennearaeeann 11,119 11,318 199 1.8

1 Derived from reported mumber of births sinece 1935, adjusted for underregistration, reported deaths adjusted
for underreglstratlon in the first year of life, and est1mate° of net migration.

2 Represents the net effect of the following errors: (a) Persons missed entirely 1n the census, (b) persons
who should not have been enumerated in the census, (c) persons erroneously reported in ancther age group, and
(d) persons erroneously reported in the age group who should have been reported in another age group.

® Data for infants born in first 3 months of 1950 from Infant Card count, supplémented by estimate of the
small number of infants enumerated on population schedules but with no Infant Card f£illed out.

.

Table B.--1950 BIRTH-REGISTRATION TEST--MATCHED AND UNMATCHED RECORDS FOR ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS AND INTERSTATE
LEGITIMATE AND ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS, BY COLCR, FOR THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES

(Prelzmlnary data. Birth records for children who .died before Aprll 1, 1950, are excluded. Illegltlmacy deter~
mined through legitimacy question on birth reeord or in absence of such entry or item, by lack of infor-
mation on father)

Total ) Matched Unmatched
Nonresident Nonresident . Nonresident
- Resident legitimate Resident | legitimate Resident legitimate
State of 1 illégitimate and illegitimate and illegitimate and

residence birthst illegitimate birthst illegitimate births! illegitimate

o ‘ births? births? births?

. Non- | . Non- . Nen-~ . Non~- . Non~- R Non-

, Wnite | Unite | WBI%e | inite || WRITe | nite | WRITe | nite| WhItel Lpite| WRIte| Upite
United States....| 11,964| 19,832| 18,362| 1,212| 8,340| 14,072} 16,339 932| 3,624| 5,760 2,023 280
Alabamae.ceeavarans o] o 154 1,728 321 43 115] 1,299 279 37 39 429 42 6
ArizZona....eeeensn. ‘e 23 13 46 13 14 -7 41 9 9 6 5 4
Arkansas,..... ceereen 107 467 279 22 68 319 240 18 39 148 39 4
Californiad.....oveen. 315 34 292 12 245 25 252 8 70 9 40 4
COLOTBAO. . vasrevnsnsa| 44 3 124 3 31 2 103 2 13 1 21 1
Connecticute cveevense] 118 41| 334 5 88 27 289 3 30 14 45 2
Delaware. cveecesesss . 32 96 119 13 24 67 105 11 8 29 14 2
District of Columbla. 86 437 269 20 53 280 233 13 33 157 36 7
Floridas.esseee.. eense 197; 1,025 239 24 139 749 204 20 58 276 35 4
Georgia..cieaneanass 62| 1,602 371 28 981 1,166 328 26 64|. 436 43 2
Idahoseveens Ceeveaans 70 1 187 6 6 1 169 4 1 oss 18 2
Illin019.....}....... 687 999| 1,059| - 199 532 732 964 151 155 267 95 48
INAi80A. e s ensns ces 354 217 533 13) - 228 ‘155 498 9 126 62 35 4
TOWA. cvasennnnanns .es 208 16 293 3 182 13 2731 2| - 26 31 20 1.
Kansas8.eseseeassssnns 107 75 652 16 75 50 594 15 32 25 - 58 1
1

Kentucky......... ceee 334 232 525 7 221 171 443 6 113 61] 82

1 Resident births are those where the birth occurred within a State which was the usual residence of the

other.
2 Nonresident blrths are those where’ the birth occurred in a State which was not the usual residence of the

mother.
Source: Federal.Seeurity~Agency, Public Health Service, National Office of vital Statistics, Washington 25,

D. C.
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Table B.--1950 BIRTH-REGISTRATION TEST--MATCHED AND UNMATCHED RECORDS FOR ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS AND INTERSTATE
LEGITIMATE AND ILLEGITIMATE BIRTHS, BY COLOR s FOR THE UNITED STATES, BY STATES--Con.

(Preliminary data.

Birth records for children who died before Ap

mined through legitimaey question on birth record,

mation on father)

or in absence

ril 1, 1950, are excluded.
of such entry or item,

Illegitimacy deter-
by lack of infor-

1 Resident births
mother.

2 Nomresident births are those

mother.
Source:
D. C.

Total Mateched Unmatched
Nonresident - Nonresident- Nonresident
Resident legitimate Resident legitimate Resident | legitimate:
Sta?e of illegitimate and illegitimate and illegitimate and
residence birthst illegitimate births?! illegitimate births? illegitimate
births? births? * births?

. Non- . Non- , Non- R Non- R Non- . Non-
White | jite | White vhite || WPIVe | pipe | Whlte | hipe| White| [iiie| Wnite white
Louisiana.'....eve.... 138 1,284 175 31 % 939 . 155 23 4b| 345 20, 8
Maine...eeeenencannn . 165 ‘ 3 123 cre 126 3 92 e 391 . e 31 cee
Maryland......... cees 38 421 1,430 189 31 27| 1,301 135 . 7 15 129 54
Massachusetts........ 404 66 308 1 240 43 256 1 164 23 52 “as
© Michigal....... Weeaen 642 478 359 10 401 352 321 10 241 126 38 ee
Minnesot8e eesssnasas 351 64 479 o1 264 48 439 1 87 16 40 “ee
Mississippie oo van 55) . 1,584 163] - 16 42| 1,160 139¢ 10/ 13 424 C 24 6
Missouriseeeeveesn. . . 310 435 506 - 81 240 305 433 64 70 130 73 17
Montana...e... ceeeaes 39 37 T4 1 32 25 62 1y 7 12 12 .-
Nebraskaeserevenans . 93 24 229 6 70 15 185 41 23] 9 b 2
Nevad@eeeeosenns siean 4 7 30 1 A 3 23 1 seew | 4 7 ame
New Hampshiree...... . 48 oo 206 ves 35 P 180 . 13 e 26 s
New Jerseye.eoveecuas 225 279 992 22 146 ~ 150 894 17 C79]- 129 98 5
New MexicOoe.eesnonsan 144 28 200 27 89 22 154 19 55 6 46 - 8
New York.......... ceed. 1,058] 913 454 21 663 573 384 14 395 340 -~ 70 7
North Carolina..... .. 403| 1,651 268 56 273] 1,163 228 47 130 488 40 9
North Dakota....... .e 46 20 228 1 36 18 213 1 10 2l 15 voe
Ohioeeeriernassnnnn .. 774 565 743 31 553 404 651 25 221 161 921 6
0klahOmAe .seevesss .o 178 207 357 8 125 164 325 7 53 43 32 1
Oregone.eeerneencan .. 131 24 260 1 119 21 235 eee 2. . 3 25 1
Pennsylvanif.........| 1,042 851 819 22 795 571 734 13 247 280 85 .9
Rhode Island......... 77 17 145 2 48 120 125 ¢ il 29 - -5 20 1
South Carolina...... . 1721 1,275 187 21 93 848 163 13 79 427 24 8
South Dakota........ . 39| 36 173 14 20 24 159 - 11f 19 ‘12 14 3
Temmessee. ... .. ceeaes 346 778 478 23 247 579 24 16 99| 199 54 7
TeXaSe eerernrnennns .e 661 942 432 -37 435 677 376 32 226 265 56 5
Utah...oenennn.n ceas 55 6 C 4l 2 44 .5 37 1L 11 1 4 1
Vermonte..civevenn. ces 57 1 145" ‘e 38 cas 134 vas 19 1 11 .o
Virginia..eeence.w. e 317 977 1,474 . 130 203 665 1,367 104 114 - 32 107 26
Washington......... .e 187 46 223 5 144 37 211 5 43 9 12 .es
West Virginia....... . 486 149 491 21 334 110f - 440 18" 152( - 39| 51 . -3
Wisconsin...o.eevennse 324 51 429 3 220| 40 397 31 104 1L 32) .
Wyoming..oeveeaivne e 20 6 98 1 17 6 871 1 3 RN (N A I
are those vwhere the birth occurred within a State which was the usual residence of the

where the birth occurred in a State which was not the usual residence of the

Federal Security Agency, Public Health Service, National Office of Vital Statistics, Washington 25,
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SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS

The following summary indicates the major steps
taken in processing the data for the Infant Enumeration
Study. : .

Collection of basic records.-~Enumerators in
the 1950 Census filled out a special card, called an
Infant Card, for each infant enumerated as born in
the first three months of 1950. These specjal records
were sent to the Bureau of the Census where they were
promptly separated from the regular population sched-
ules and sent to the National Office of Vital Statistics.

Birth records used in the study were those
received by the National Office of Vital Statistics
from the State registrars for the production of na-
tional vital statistics. These were in the form of
microfilm images or hand transcripts of birth certi~

ficates for infants registered as born in the first

three months of 1950.

About 796,000 usable Infant Cards and about
860,000 birth records were involved. (About 41,000
Infant Cards received were canceled by the Bureau
of the Census, generally because they were for in-
fants not born in the period. Also, some birth rec-
ords were received too late for use.)

Processing at the National Office of Vital
Statistics.~-The Bureau of the Census furnished
trained coders to code occupation. The National Of-
fice of Vital Statistics coded all remaining data from
both birth records and Infant Cards and prepared one
punch card for each birth record and another for each
Infant Card.

The two types of punch cards were thenmatched
agajnst each other, following definite rules for the
establishment of a match. Most of the matching was
done mechanically. Some matches were made in State
offices of vital statistics as a result of extensive
searches by the State registrars, About 763,000
matches were made, of which 726,000 involved cards
for legitimate births occurring in the same State
as the mother's usual residence.

Of the unmatched cards based on birth records,

about 18,000 were eliminated because the infants died
before April 1, 1950, and about 12, 000 were eliminated
because the infant was registered as illegitimate (or
no information was given for the father) or because the
infant was born inaState which was not the usual resi-
dence of the mother,

Approximately 67,000 unmatched birth records
remained. To reduce the cost of the study, a sample of
about 31,000 was drawn from these records. (See sec-
tion on ‘‘Reliability of sample data’’ for an explanation
of the nature of the sample.) Lists of infants contained
in the sample were then prepared, and information from
the birth records was transcribed and senttothe Bu-
reau of the Census.

" Processing at the Bureau of the Census.-~Letters
were sent to most parents of infants listed in the
sample of unmatched birth records. (Some unmatched
birth records had inadequate addresses or were for
Canadian or Mexican addresses., Letters were not
sent to these.) A follow-up letter was sent by regis~
tered mail when there was no reply to the first letter
and when it was not returned by the post office as
undeliverable. Letters were also sent in some cases
to physicians and to the parents in care of a business;
other efforts were also made to trace the parents.
Over-all, responses were secured from parents in
73.5 percent of 30,665 original mailing cases. Most
of the remaining 26.5 percent consisted of cases where
the post office could not locate the parents and there
were no further indications of the current address of
the parents,

Inspeétion of the responses disclosed cases
where the infant was not living in the United States

at the time of the census, cases where the birth

date on the record was claimed to be incorrect be-
cause the infant was not born during the first three
months of 1950, and cases where the infant died be-
fore April 1, 1950, About 1,000 cases were eliminated
for such reasons. ’

Remaining cases were used, where feasible, as
a basis for the searching of population schedules to
determine which infants were missed,

The materials on remaining unmatched infants
were then coded and special punch cards for them
were prepared,

Tabulation.--The National Office of Vital Statis -
tics prepared tabulations of data for cases that had
been matched in that office. The Bureau of the Cen-
sus prepared tabulations of data for unmatched cases
that had been investigated in the mail inquiry.

34 Cards with no information for the infant's

father were regarded as representing illegitimate
infants.
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RELIABILITY OF SAMPLE DATA

SAMPLE DESIGN

The statistics shown in this report are based,
in part, on a sample of infants for whom birth rec-
ords exist. Birth records for which matching Infant
Cards could not be found were the only ones subject
to samplmg. Before sampling, the unmatched birth
records were examined and those for infants who were
illegitimate or born in a State which was not the
mother’'s usual residence were eliminated, as were
birth records that had been matched against records
of deaths before April 1, 1950. The remaining un-
matched birth records were then stratified within
each State; the strata consisted of white and non-
white infants in (1) each city of 250,000 inhabitants
or more (2) the balance of the State urban and (3)
rural (without regard to farm residence). In those
strata in which the number of unmatched birth rec-
ords were small, all unmatched birth records were
taken. In the remaining strata, a sample of the un~
matched birth records was taken. Table C shows
the size of the sample in each regmn, State, and part
thereof, in detail to match table 1.

In interpreting table C, it should be borne in
mind that the stratification and selection of the
sample were performed on the basis of the addresses
as reported on the birth records although tables 1-14
of this report were prepared on the basis of the resi~
dence at the time of the 1950 Census insofar as this
could be determined, and otherwise on the basis of
data from birth records. In addition, the sampling
was performed before records were eliminated for
children for whom the mail inquiry indicated that the
child was living abroad at the time of the census, had
died before April 1, 1950, or was not born in the first
three months of 1950 despite data given on the birth
record. The figures in table C, therefore, do not
agree with data for similar groups in table 1.
stratification was effective in producing data of the
desired degree of reliability in each State and part of
State, however. .

Estimates of the number of infants in eachcate-
gory have, in all cases, been obtained by multiplying
the data for each infant by the reciprocal of the ap~-
plicable sampling fraction, and summing the results
for all infants in the specific category. Estimates of
percentages have been obtained by using values, in-
flated in this manner, for both numerator and
denominator.

SAMPLING VARIABILITY

The data on ‘‘Total birthrecords'’'and percentage
‘‘Definitely enumerated--Matched with InfantCard’’in
table 1 and the number of infants shown in tables 1-8
as ‘‘Definitely enumerated--Matched with Infant Card"’
are based on a complete count of Infant Cards and
birth records in these categories. Furthermore, some
of the other data in table 1 arealso based on complete
counts when these are shown for parts of States in
which all unmatched birth records were followed up.
All other statistics are based on a 5ample and are
therefore subject to sampling variability.

Approximate values of the standard error of the
statistics in this report are contained in tables D and
E. DBecause of the diversity of sampling rates, exact

“The -

“of an area-color group,

estimates of the standard errors would require a
separate calculation for each figure based on the’
sample and a unique expression of its variability.

- A number of approximations have been made in order

to permit the samplmg variability to be expressed in
the manner shown in tables D and E. These approxi-

- mations are accurate enough for most uses of the
. data.

It should be noted, however, that they tend to
overstate the standard errors for rural and nonwhite
estimates and to understate them slightly for esti-
mates relating to urban whites. For more precise
determination of the standard errors, methods of de-
riving' better approximations are prov1ded in some of
the later paragraphs '

The standard error is a measure of sampling
variability. The chances are about 2 out of 3 that the
difference due to sampling variability betweenanesti-
mate and the figure that would have been obtained from
a complete count of the population is less than the
standard error. The amount by which the standard
error must be multiplied to obtain other odds deemed’
more appropriate can be found in most statistical
textbooks. For example, the chances are about 19 out
of 20 that the difference is less thantwice the standard
error, and 99 out of 100 that it is less than 2 1/2
times the standard error.

The standard errors in table D are applicable to
the estimates of absolute numbers that are based on
sample data.l’ In many States, the data for rural and
nonwhites are obtained from complete counts and thus
not subjectto sampling variability. These States should
be identified by reference to table C if the standard
errors are being applied to individual State estimates.
The standard errors shown in table D depend upon
both the size of the estimate and the total number of
unmatched birth records in the United States, region,
State, or the pertinent parts of these areas. The
nurnber of unmatchedbirthrecords is shownin table C.

A clos er approx1mat1on to the standard error of
an estimate of an absolute number can be obtained by
calculating the value of

PR

where x is the size of the estimate under consideration,
N the total number of unmatched cases inall strata to
which the estimate pertains, and the summation is
over all pertinent strata with ¥, and f;, the number of

15 The gtratification by area and color in deriving
{he sample insures that total birth records for each
area-color group are not subject to sampling vari-
ability. Sampling variability is present, however,
when the total birth records are shown for a subclags
such as farm residence  in
table 1, age of mother in table 6, etc. Even in these -
cages, the figures are subject +to much smaller vari-
ability than for other estimates of the same size be-
cause the category "Definitely enumerated--Matched
with birth records" is the major component of total
birth records and this category is based on a complete
count. The standard errors of total birth records for
these subclasses are identical with those shown in
table D for the total number unmatched inthe pertinent
categories.
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unmatched cases and the sampling fraction, respec-
tively, in each stratum/(i). The valuesof N, and f; are
those shown in table C as “Total-—-Unmatched b1rth
records’' and '*Percent of unmatched birth records.”’

The percentages shown in tables 1 through 8

represent, in all cases, ratios of a subclass of birth
records to total birth records. The percentage
‘‘Definitely enumerated--Matched with Infant Card"
is virtually based on a complete count and hence sub-
ject to negligible sampling variability. For the re-
maining percentages, the numerator of the ratio
{e.g., the number ‘‘Probably enumerated,''the number
-*‘Probably missed, '’ etc.) is generally based on a
sample. The standard error of a percentage in tables
1-8 can be approximated by dividing the denominator
of the ratio (i.e., the totalnumber of birth records) into
the standard error of the numerator.

The standard errors of the “AdJusted estimate
of percent enumerated’’ are not shown, since no simple
general expression for these is available. Inany case,
the sampling variability of these percentages should
not be a cause for concern. Since the largest com-
ponents of these percentages are based on complete
counts, the relative standard errors are quite small
and generally are probably negligible evenby compari-
son with the usually small errors arising from the
method of estimation of this percentage. For the
United States as a whole, the standard error of the
adjusted estimate of percent enumerated is 0.03
percent.

Table E contains the standard errors of the
percentages shown in tables 9 through 13. As in the
case of table D, the standard errors shown are ap-
proximations whlch appear to be accurate enough for
most practical uses. More precise estimates can be
obtained by calculating the value of

LS

where P is the percentage for Wthh the standard error
is being estimated, ¥ is the total number of unmatched
cases in all strata involved, y is the base of the per-

centage, and ¥, and f; are the number of unmatched
cases and sampling fractions inthe pertinent strata {i).
The surmmmation, as in the previous formula, is over all
strata to which the estimate pertains.

Illustration: Table 1 shows that there were an
estimated 573 infants in California who were definitely
missed in the census (1.0 percent of the 54,921 total
infants in California), From linear interpolation be-
tween values in table D it is found that the standard
error of an estimate of 573 is about 45. Conse=-
quently, the chances are about 2 outof 3 that the figure
which would have been obtained from a complete follow~
up of all infants not matched with birth records would
have differed bylessthan45fromthe sample estimate,
It also follows that there is only aboutl chance in 100
that afollow-up on a complete basis would have differed
by as much as 115, thatis,by 2 1/2 times the standard
error. The standard error of the estimate of 1.0 per-~
cent is obtained by dividing 45 by 54,921, and is 0.1
percent. If a 1.0-percent estimate in tables 9 through
13 was under consideration, the standard error would
be obtained from table E; that is, it would be about 0.4
percent if the 1.0 percenthad been obtained by dividing
an estimate of 25 by 2,500; it would be 0.2 percent if
the base were 10,000, etc.

If a closer approximation is desired, the formula
given earlier canbeused: xis 573 and N is 4,28l. The
summation is over the four parts of the State--urban
white, urban nonwhite, rural white, and rural nonwhite,

and
1
[ B
2 4 (f. 1)

1

is equal to 11,540. The standarderror obté.inedby use
of the formula is therefore 37.

The standard errors shown in tables Dand E are
not directly applicable to differences betweentwo esti~
mates. The standarderror of adifference between two
sample estimates shown in this reportis approximately
the square root of the sum of the squares of each esti-
mate considered separately.
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Table C.—--NET SIZE OF SAMPLE OF UNMATCHED BIRTH RECORDS, FOR REGIONS AND STATES, URBAN AND RURAL
(WITH COLOR OF INFANT FOR SELECTED AREAS)

(Residence from Infant Cards when these were matched with birth records and from birth records
when these were not matched. Color shown for same areas as in table 1)

Unmatched birth records? Urmatched birth records?
Total In sample motal In sample
Area and color ::th Percent Area and color birth Percent
' orasl | Total of total gig;l Total of total
Number jurmatched ’ Number [unmatched
birth birth
records records
UNITED STATES......| 785,767| 69,231 26,732 38.6 ALABAMA,ue. ..., ..o 17,750 1,541 1,050 68.1
White...... s 690,584| 54,304| 18,737 34.5 WhIt€r e reennnn. .1o11,520 773 414 53.6
Nonwhite......... 95,183| 14,927\ 7,995 53.6 Nomvhite.........| 6,230 768 636 g2.8
UTDANe e eeeennennnnnns 451,491 41,385| 11,347 27.4 || Urbame........ ceeees .| 6,607 514 283 55.1
WHITEw s anvrnnnn. 398,535| 32,772 7,570 23,1 Whites.uevuraeann| 4,325 253 154 60.9
Nomwhite..... veoo| 52,956 8,613 3,777 43.9 NODWhite. s s esnns 2,282 261 129 49.4
RUFALleeuvennannnnna.| 334,276| 27,846 15,385 55.3 || Rural........ s 11,143 1,027 767 - T4
White..orsnas oo 292,049| 21,532| 11,167 51.9 Whitee.s.nn. veeed| 7,195 520 260 50.0
Nonwhite...ovsues| 42,227|  6,314] 4,218 66.8 Norwhitese....s | 3,948 507 507 100.0
NORTHEAST «ovr.v....| 184,681| 18,044 4,148 23.0 ARIZONAwyeus-ee ceen |l 4727 562 347 61.7
White,...... veees| 173,105| 15,571| 3,543 22.8 WRITE e rnnrrnnnnn 4,129 45¢, 261 - 57.5
NomWhites.s...v.s| 11,576] 2,473 605 24,5 Nonwhite......... so8|  108] 86 79.6
UIDaDe s e vannnnnnss 135,621] 14,420| 2,137 14.8 || Urbam......oeeeienn.s 1,772 322 107 33.2
Whiteueeuneenenn| 124,886 12,050| 1,614 134 || Rurale..c.oo.... ceeen| 2,955 240 240 100.0
Nonwhite, .s..uens 10,735 2,370 523 22.1
RUFLernnseenennnnnes| 49,060 3,624] 2,011 55.5 ARKANSAS....c...enn | 9,425 1,055 706 66.9
Whitessoerunnnns A 7,204 697 348 45.9
White..... ceeve..| 48,219 3,521 1,929 54.8 Nomosi bra A g L0000
Nonwhite..v..e.nss 841 103 82 79.6 enneenes ’ .
. UIDANe s et seeernnnens 3,266 259 167 6hu5
NORTH CENTRAL......| 232,052 15,339 6,182 40.3 Whitesesennennnas| 2,523 183 91 49.7
Whiteu..aons ve...| 219,080| 13,305 5,09 38.3 Nomwhites .. ..oenn. 743| 76 7% 100.0
Nomwhite.........| 12,972 2,034 1,092 92T Ruraleceeverieenonnn.| 6,159 796 539 67.7
Urban...... eeenees..| 140,034] 10,224 3,070 30.0 WHitewaneunnnenns 4,681 514 257 50.0
Whitesesevuness..| 128,400 8,413] 2,129 25.3 Norwhite..eevnn.| 1,478 282 282 100.0
Nomwhite......s..| 11,634 1,811 941 52.0
Rural...... evmenene.| 92,018] 5,115 3,112 60.8 CALIFORNIA. - ... .. | 56,458|  4,281| 1,343 31.4
: White.s.evrvaoans| 51,601 3,652 95 25.9
Whiteusesnnenns ..| 90,680 4,892 2,961 60.5 Nomite et P 203 P
Notwhite..u.ssn..| 1,338 223 151 67.7 ; eerenens ’ 3
UrbaN.eeeseeeuseaess| 36,986 2,902 863 29.7
SOUTHuwuivvveennnns| 260,004 28,033] 12,674 45.2 Vhite........ eoo.| 332m| 2,393 525 21.9
White....... vee..| 196,283 18,570| 7,024 37.8 NOTWhitesas onn... 3,715 509 338 66.4
Nomwhite.........| 63,721} = 9,463) 5,650 597N Buralee.eseesenieo..| 19,4720 1,379 480 3.8
Urban......... e 112,292 11,726| 4,313 36.8 WRITE s evennnnns 18,330 1,259 420 33.4
Whiteu.usveenanas| 86,298 7,951 2,408 30.3 Nonwhites ..., .. 1,142 120 60 50.0
Nomwhite.....eeaa| 25,994 3,775/ 1,905 50.5 ‘
RUTBLe e neennnneenns .| 147,712 16,307 8,360 51.3 || COLORADO.....eeeeen) 7,692 542 306 26.5
: e . 0 4,390 39 160 40,4
White.esannns vo..| 109,985| 10,619 4,616 43.5 || ool 3 260 Tie 1ie 100.0
NOIWhitesus.vnaas| 37,727| 5,688 3,745 65.8 e et ’ .
WESTunvrevvennnanns| 109,030 7,815 3,728 477 CONNECTICUT. .......| 9,268 808 379 44
: : ’ s ULDaN. e s enernnsenns Jd 0 6121 561 112 20.0
White..ouueen....] 102,116| 6,858 3,080 44,9 || g 3147 2ai 24 100.0
Nonwhite...... ies 6,914 957 648 67.7 4 ;
ULDaN. cunieennnsans| 63,544 5,015 1,827 36.4 DELAWARE . vuevavnens 1,541 70| 170 100.0
WHites e nnnnn. ...l 58,951 4,358 1,419 32.7 | Urbam...oiiiiiiiinnn. 665 76 76 100.0
NOTWhIte. sevnsans| 4,593 657 408 62.1 || RUrale...eeeeee.. e g76| 9% % 100.0
RUTAL...verrnennnanns 45,486 2,800 1,901 67.9 DIST. OF COLUMBIA..| 3,634 480 159 33.1
WHITEn s s enernans 43,185 2,500{ 1,661 66,4 White.eroeaernnn. | 2,133 230 76 33.0
Nomwhites .vn... 2,321 300{ . 240 80,0 Norwhite.........| 1,501 250 83 33.2
1 Records at hand at time census sample of urmatched birth records was drawn. Additional records (late matches) were

used in other tables. .

2 Excludes records matched ‘after selection of sample. Includes records later eliminated when responses from meil,
inquiry indicated child was living abroad at time of census, had died before April 1, 1950, or was not born in the flrst
three months of 1950 despite date given on birth record.
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Table C.~~NET SIZE OF SAMPLE OF UNMATCHED BIRTH RECORDS, FOR REGIONS AND STATES, URBAN AND RURAL
(WITH COLOR OF INFANT FOR SELECTED AREAS)-~Con.

(Residence from Infant Cards when these were matched with birth records and from birth records
when these were not matched. Color shown for same areas as in table 1)

Unmatehed birth records? . Unmatched birth records? /
, Total In sample Total In sample
birth 3
Area and color TEo— Percent Area and color pirth Percent
orasl | Total of total o Teigl | Total of total
Number [unmatched oras Number |[unmatched
birth birth
records ) records
FLORI.DA- freccraann . 13,573 1,500 949 63.3 KENTUCKY esoecarans .| 17,053 1,977 607 30.7
White............| 10,310 990 612 61.8 Whitesseoiuernen. 16,019| - 1,808 492 27.2
Nonwhite...o..... 3,263 510/ 337 66.1 Nonwhit@eseeaan.n 1,034 169 115 68.0
Urban. TEEEREERE ceaen 7,021 858 307 35.8 Urban...... creraneena 5,516 598 263 44,0
White SECEEERER . 5,169 546 168  30.8 | White..cvevanaens 4,876 500 165 33.0
Nonwhite..eeeuo.. 1,852 312 139 46 Nonwhite.eieeunnn 640 98 98 100.0
Rural.: ....... reeana 6,552 642 642 100.0 RUrale.vecenensavenss 11,537 1,379 344 24.9
‘{qmlt;:{' feenaaean 5,141 [y 44, 100.0
onwhite....... . 1,411 8 . :
’ 19 198 100.0 LOUISIANA.sevveen.. 15,73 1,710| 854 49.9
: Whitesewesoaaian, 9,880 840 419 49,9
GEOR(}IA. Gesrenaasns 19,513 1,986 858 43.2 Nonwhite......... 5,833 870 435 50.0
Wh:.te: etaeaasns . 12,913 1,109 464 41.8 Urba: 7 889 859 429 49.9
Nomwhite.........| 6,600 877 39 449 e ’ .
» Whiteeeoasinonnn. 5,164 439 219 49.9
Urba‘xfln.l:%. Cererieaeans '57, ’:ﬁl 828 290 34.2 Nonwhite........ . 2,725 420 210 50.0
iteierenrenane . ,111 480 150 31.3 ;
NOTWhite s ennnsn. 2 640 368 ) RUraleseceecenenns e 7,824 851 425 49,9
; 140 38.0 White..nonnns . T 401 200 49.9
Hura‘:‘Ln.q:% ....... P, l#,ggz 1,138 568 49.9 Nonwhite‘........ 3,108 450 225 50.0
itereiiannnnna ,802 629 314 49.9 :
Nonwhite..ovenuus 3,960 509 .
: ; 254 49.9 MATNE 4 eneeennnn. el 4,700 39 285 72.3
Urban.eieeeniesancans 2,092 217 108 49.8
UrlIngleo. IEEERE caene 23L > gzg lgg 12’7 '7;. 2 RUral.scececanncnnans 2,608 177 177 100.0
rban. . v.eies . cheeean s 6 48. o
Rural...... Crereaneee 2,044 g1 . ‘ ‘
; g1 100.0 MARYLAND...........| 10,884| 1,226 72| . 61.3
) Whiteieeeovanonn. 8,409 738 439 59.5
IL&]%INOI\J- ereseannna 41,323 3,317 653 19.7 Nonwhite..eoeuuas 2,475 488 313 64, L
iteeineinnnenns 37,900 2,700 473 .5
Mo g o 1Zo o5 | urban.......... ceeeed| 6,214 772 298 3.6
’ * White...... ereains 4,470 435 136 31.3
Ur‘ban;l. rreersasenae 30,537 2,665 328 12.3 Nonwhite..... ees 1, 744 337 162 48,1
White...... R, 27,237 2,061 154 .5
AR Il Yooy 1o oaa || Bural..... 4,670 454, 454  100.0
. ’ * White...... ceeaee 3,939 303 303 100. 0O
RUr8laveecsasasnssass 10,786 652 325 49.8 Nonwhite.eieuusns 731 151 151 100.0O
INDIANAwe. ceeraennn 20, 949 1,465 566 38.6 MASSACHUSETTS. ... | 22,394 2,066| 605 - 29.3 -
White..... cateaee 19,953 1,309 489 37.4 Urban.c.evecaccancnna 18,869 1,815 354 19.5
Nonwhit€.oveusans 996 156 S 77 49.4 Rural.cieeescasecsns . 3,525 251 251 100. O
Urban..sceionsseasnss 11,856 865 267 30.9 »
White.ievenanns .- 10,898 716 193 27.0 MICHICAN s we oo vesnns 35,848 2,311 806 34,9
Nonwhitesseweunsa 958 149 7 49.7 White....ov.s. «..| 33,063 1,928 560 29.0
Rural....... e ..l 9,003 600| 299 9.8 | Nomvhite......... 2,785 383 246 64.2
Urban.ccescenessenses 22,582 1,542 422 27.4
Whit€eevvuveaennn 20,003 1,184 188 15.9
TOWA . cvetecenanonns 13,977 559 331 59.2 : 4 ’
ULDaNe . ernrreneennes| 6,444 303 75 2.8 Nomwhite......... 2,579 358 234 65.4
Rurali.c.oeeeeovenas . 7,533 256 256 100.0 RUTElee.ereavacanasas 13,266 769 384 49,9
KANSAS evvsianenaena 9,250| . 706 401 ' 56.8 MINNESOTAsseseseves| 16,899 662 534 80.7
Urban...... P vee 4,798 405 100]| - 24,7 Urban.e.ertavenconnrnn 9,115 403 275 68.2
Rural.....coeues caseei 4,452 301 301 100.0 Rural.eieecennse 7,784 259 259 100.0
1 Records at hand at time éensus sample of unmatched birth records was drawn. Additional records (late matches) were
used in other tables.
2 Fxcludes records matched after selection of sample. Includes records later eliminated when responses from mail,
inquiry indicated child was living abroad at time of census, had died before April 1, 1950, or was not born in the f:Lrst '
three months of 1950 despite date given on birth record. .
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Table C.--NET SIZE OF SAMPLE OF UNMATCHED BIRTH RECORDS, FOR REGIONS AND STATES, URBAN AND RURAL
(WITH COLOR OF INFANT FOR SELECTED AREAS)--Con. '

(Residence from Infant Cards when these were matched with birth records and from birth records
when these were not matched. Color shown for same areas as in table 1)

Unmatched birth records? ' Unmatched birth records?
; Total ° In sample Total In sample

Area and color BZth Percent Area and color S:ZEh Percent
ordgl | Total of total rasl | Total of total
Number |unmatched oras Number {unmatched

birth birth

records ‘ records
-MISSISSIPPIeuecn.n. 14,153 1,580 948 60.0 NORTH CAROLINA«esss| 23,260 2,341 873 37.3
White..... ceneees 6,374 512 447 87.3 White....... erees 16,244 1,346 415 30.8
Nonwhite.eeeww.o. 7,779 1,068 501 46.9 Nonwhite.s.owun.. 7,016 995 458 46.0
Urban.seevsenecenean . 3,629 328 131 39.9 Urban.......... PP, 6,539 644 181 28.1
Whitee.oviwenenns 2,043 130} 65 50.0 White...... Cerees 4,755 397 99 24,9
Nonwhite...ee..n. 1,586 198 66 - 33.3 Nonwhite...... PR 1,784 247 82 33.2
Rural...cocnceneenaas| 10,524 1,252 817 65.3 Rural......... eetann 16,721 1,697 692 40.8
White..seeauanns ; 4,331 382 382 100.0 White.iieveennnnn 11,489 949 316 33.3
Nonwhite.........| . 6,193 870 435 50.0 Nonwhites....... . 5,232 748 376 50.3

MISSOURIeaseeeee..of 18,957 1,848 7491 40.5
Whiteseeieuenannn 17,478 1,589 548 34.5 NORTH DAXOTA....... 3,485 179 179 100.0
Nonwhite......... 1,479 259 © 201 77.6 Urbaf..veecersoncans . 1,013 50 50 100.0
ULban..eesnrenne.na.| 11,226 1,100 376 34.2 | Rural.iceeevescaaen .o 2,472 129 129 100.0
White......ouunss 9,970 905 206 22.8

Nonwhitesieeeunss 1,256 196 170 86.7 OHIOwwnneeennnnn, . 41,567 2,881 976 33.9
Rural...... hetesenaas 7,731 747 373 49.9 White...ooenann .| 38,679 2,471 714 28.9
: Nonwhite.....uu.. 2,888 410 262 63.9

MONTANA...........f 3,609 216 150} - 69.4 Urbam. v usmeseseenn s 27,486 2,129 840 39.5
Urban..civeeiionnnnan 1,598 130 64 49.2 ‘ :
Rural 2 011 86 86 100.0 White.ievosannnnn 24,829 1,751 594 33.9

srereesenanentee ’ . ‘ * Nonwhite....vv.n. 2,657 378 246 65.1

NEBRASKA....... ceen 7,076 464, 290 62.5 y ‘
Urben...... i 3:429. 259 85 32.8 Rural..cvsvavenenas, .| 14,081 752 ‘ 136 ‘ 18.1
Rural.........c... race 3,647|. 205 205 100.0 .

NEVADA.vueueunnsn ‘e 719 .57 57 100.0 OKLAHOMA44.v.n.. ver 11,032| - 869 431]- 49.6
Urbans.seesescanss een 400 40 40[ 100.0 White...... ceneas ) 2,860 700 - 262 37.4
Rural....... ceeeenaes 319 17 17 100.0 Nonwhite'se.voeeaas 1,172 169 169 ©100.0
' NEW HAMPSHIRE...... 2,497 192 136 70.8 || Urban....... cerens ves 6,006 420 159|- 37.9
Urban..eeeeeeaneane .. 1,471 112, 56 50.0 . Whiteewsiernonann 5,447 347 86 24,8
Rural...ceceevnceenan 1,026 80 80 100.0 Nonwhite......... 559 73 73| 100.0

NEW JERSEY.......,. 21,577 2,072 609 " 29.4 Rural...icceevnvninaas 5,026 449 272 60,6

White.e.viaunnnn, 19,637 1,727 384 22.2 i

Nonwhite.....cu.. 1,940 . 3451 225 65.2 ) i
Urban.iveiinecineras 17,187 = 1,684 442 . 26.2 OREGONs 4 v vvvveeses 8,025 ,396’ 333 84.1
: Urbaneeeevennoennas . 3,679 205 142 69.3
White.seovennenans 15,538 1,374 264 19.2 Rural 2346 101 191 100.0

- Nonwhite.........{ + '1,649 310 178 - 57.4 EAR A ’ T . e '
Rural.i.cveeencnn. v 4,390 388 167 43.0 FENNSYLVANIA....... 49’957' 4,531 .854 1.8

NEW MEXICOsavesen .. 4,659 655 407 62.1 White........ cese| 46,743 3,890 681 17.5
U o 11« seane 2,297 329 81 24.6 Nonwhite....ounen 3,214 641 173 R7.0
Rurale.ceeeseenseenns 2,362 326 326 1000 b prpan, . iiivineen.al] 31,990 3,300 445 13,5

NEW YORKeeeuoannans 68,685 7,567 995 13.1 White..oovuaaol] 29,032 2,676 277 10.4

White....... <ve..| 63,188 6,257 852 13.6 Nonwhite....vuune 2,958 624 168 26,9
Nonwhite......... » 5,497 1,310 143 10.9 e 17,967 1,231 409 33.2
Urban. ..o viaveennnnns 53,846 6,426 424 6.6
gg;:jﬁite ‘**53’3% f'%gg igg g'g RHODE ISLAND.......| 3,699 297 188 63.3
Temteeee ’ ’ : Urban..oeeeseeerans. . 3,161 251 142 56.6
Rural........ ceessees| 14,839 1,141 571 50.0 RUT8leceienrsnnsasnna 538 46 46 100.0

1 Records at hand at time census sample of unmatched birth records was drawn. Additional records (late matches) were
used in other tables. i i

2 Excludes records matched after selection of sample.  Includes records later eliminated when responses from mail,
inquiry indicated child was living abroad at time of census, had died before April 1, 1950, or was not born in the first
three mggths of 1950 despite date given on birth record.

b
278481 O - 53 - 4
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‘Table C.--NET SIZE OF SAMPLE OF UNMATCHED BIRTH RECORDS, FOR REGIONS AND STATES, URBAN AND RURAL
(WITH COLOR OF INFANT FOR SELECTED AREAS)--Con.

(Residence from Infant Cards when these were matched with birth records and from birth records
when these were not matched. Color shown for same areas as in table 1)

Unmatched birth records? Unmatched birth records?
Total In sample Total In sample

"~ Area and color zzth ‘ Percent Area and color birth } Percent
dal | Total , of total | Foe1 | Total of total
Number |ummatched oras Number |unmatched

birth . : birth

records . records
SOUTH CAROLINA.....| 12,400 1,647 823 50.0 UTAHaeaurnnennnn vee] 4,909 216 142 65.7
Whites...... ceeed| 6,985 674 337 50,0 || Urballeeseeeeeeeceness 2,953 148 74, 50.0
NonWhite.sessn... 5,415 973 486|  49.9 || Rurleeecesesen.nn. 1,956 68 68|  100.0

UZDaDL +euernnenennees 3,590 392 196 50.0 VERMONT w e e oo 1,884 117 117 100.0
Whiteusssnnnenras| 2,329 210 105 50.0
NOTWhitesesernans| 1,261 182 91 50.0 || UTPame.eeieiiineeen 864 54 54| 100.0

’ ) Rurale...eeeeseesases| 1,020 = 63 63 100.0

RUTALeesnniesannn. ..| ' 8,810 1,255 627 50.0 <
Whit€eeeeseseenas| 4,656 464 232 50.0 VIRGINTAeseveevn.ns| 16,661 1,664 662 39.8
NODWhItessvse.es| 4,154 791|. 395 49.9 Whit€eeeenaveneas| 12,726| 1,039 345 33.2

Nonwhiteses..eea:| 3,935 625 317 50,7

SOUTH DAKOTA.......| 3,98 187 187 100.0 || Urbam...... ceeeeeeses| 6,048 499 199 39.9

Urban...eeseesennneas| 1,501 69| 69 100.0 Whiteaeesnrennans 4,598 296 o8| 33.1

Rural...... e 2,047 118 118 100.0 Nomvhite..veewnas| 1,450 203 101 49.8

TENNESSEE+ers.ene. 17,925 1,757 %1 54,7 || Beraloeeooeeeceeeann) 10,6131 1,160 463 39.7

- Whiteu.eseeesons .l 8,128 743 247 33.2

Whitess.eenns coed| 24,872 1,374 627 45.6 Norhite Py 422 16 pg
Norwhite.........| 3,053 383| 334 87.2 OWILTE e - eeevece ’ :

Urban. . eleeennnns vee| 6,776 638 305 47.8 WASHINGTON.avvnenss 13,040 634 436 68.8
WHiteervrnnnennn| - 4,994 445 161 36,2 || Urballeseeeveesneennns| 6,945 394 196 49.7
Norwhite........ 001,782 193 144 7406 || RUTBLauerevenea. ceens| 6,095 240 240 100.0

‘ RUTALu. v ereenennens| 1L,149) 1,119 656 58.6 VEST VIRGINTA......| 11,057| 1,129| 430 181
Whit€eevusorans 9,878 9929 466 50.2 . : ,
; Nomhiten 1 o 100l o0 100.6 Whiteseesensaenns 10,478 1,047 348 33.2
i ‘ e ’ . . Norwhites.ouen... 579 g2 82|  100.0
TEXASeaseresarennnn 44,430|  5,401| 1,441 26.7 || Urbam..e.esieenneanas| 3,082] 311 118 37.9
Whiteseesnnreanns 39,027 | 4,566 852 18,7 || Rural...... cereenens .| 7,975 818 312 38.1
Norwhite.....oeaaa| 5,403 835 589 70.5 :

ULDED  enenneeenns ..| 28,059| 3,230 752 23.3 WISCONSIN..........) 18,773} 760 510 67.1
e - Urbames e ennecnnennn .| 10,047 433|183 42.3
Whiteee.onn. ceeed| 24,864 2,714 482 17.8 || prool rebads 327 397 100.0
NODWhitess seunsns 3,195 516| 270 52.3 reneseenes ’ -0

RUTALe s snsrnaneennsns 16,371 2,171 689 31.7 WYOMINGsaaaevenoens| 1,539 go| 8o 100.0
Whiteee..neeenssn| 14,163| 1,852 370 20.0 || UrbaNee.eeeseseeeens .. 875 | 54, 54 100.0
Nomwhitess.eesns.| 2,208 319 319 100.0 || Ruraleeee.eecen.. eeen 6624 26 26 100.0

1 Records at hand at time census sample of unmatched birth records was drawn. Additional records (late matches) were
used in other tables.

2 Fycludes records matched after selection of sample, Includes records later eliminated when responses from mail,
inquiry indicated child was living abroad at time of census, ‘had died before April 1, 1950, or was not born in the first
three months of 1950 despite date given on birth record.




(Range of 2 chances out of 3,

INTRODUCTION

Table D.-~STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATED NUMBER

Not applicable to figures shown for "Definitely enumerated~-Matched with infant
card" which are not based on a sample, or to total birth records)

21

Number of unmatehed birth records?!

Estimated number
100 250 500 1,000 5,000 10,000 25,000 70,000

10.0.‘.'.0....OlI.“.l.‘...‘O 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
2 4 eeieetssnsessssassassearsane 10 10 | 10 10 10 10 10 10
50acssacessscsacecsccnncncenan 10 15 15 15 15 15 15- 15
100aeseresscossensnecconnnane P 15 20 20 20 20 20 20
O ces cas 20 25 30 30 30 30
5004 cteeencssccnnenssssonanas oee cee cae 30 40 45 45 45
1,00000ucucesnsnsassancennann oo vee eee vae 55 60 60 65
2,500........................ ves cas son PP 70 85 95 100
55,0000 cteceacensacssocacanee cee can P cve asa 100 125 135
10,0000 ceseassencesssennseena cea cas ees ese ees cee 155 185
25,0000 e cientenannnanes veeas ess eee vos ese ese ese coe 255
50,000‘--;-.0‘-t----n.ooooh-t LEN ] aes LEN ) LX N ) eoes anse *eas 240

1 See table C for the number of unmatched birth records., For rural-farm or rural-nonfarm estimates, the total

rural unmatched birth records should be used.

rural unmatched blrth records is to be used, whichever is applicable.

Table E.--STANDARD ERROR OF ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES IN TABLES 9-13

(Range of 2 chances out of 3)

Size of base

Estimated
percentage 250 500 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 16,000
&

10T 9uuerennnnnn. 1.3 0.9 0.6 0.4 - 0.3 0.2 0.2
200 9Buuererrnnnnn 1.8 1.3 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2
50T 5vrrrennnnans 2.8 1.9 1.4 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.3
10 OF 90ueunernnnss 3.8 2.7 1.9 1.2 0.8 0.6 0.5
25 OF 75uanecvnnnns 5.5 3.9 2.7 1.7 1.2 0.9 0.7
50t ennennneannnnes . 6.3 4.5 3.2 2.0 1.4 1.0 0.8

For nonwhite statistics, the number of nonwhite total urban, or
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